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ABSTRACT

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain
approximately 40.9 miles of new 345-kV transmission line between Charlie Creek and Belfield,
North Dakota. The area is presently served by a single 345-kV transmission line from the
Antelope Valley Station and several 115-kV transmission lines from Garrison, Tioga, Wolf Point,
and Richland. This system is in need of added transmission capacity to correct low voltages,
overloaded facilities, and loss of service that has been experienced and which will worsen as
loads grow in the area. The proposed action would provide improved service to area loads and
system reliability, contribute to energy conservation, and provide additional flexibility for future
expansion when and if it becomes necessary. Alternatives considered include no action, energy
conservation, other transmission systems and technologies, and the proposed action with
routing and design alternatives. Unavoidable adverse effects of the proposed action would be
construction related impacts on agricultural, visual, and cultural resources.




‘ PREFACE

‘ The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the Charlie Creek-Belfield

Transmission Line Project consists of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (U.S.
i Department of Energy, 1988) and this document, the Final Environmental Impact Statement
‘ (FEIS). The two documents are intended to be reviewed together.

The DEIS, issued in June 1988, contains a statement of need and purpose for the
proposed project, a discussion of the scoping process and project-related studies, a discussion
of alternative actions, and an analysis of the affected environment and environmental
consequences of the proposed action for routing alternatives studied. The DEIS underwent
extensive public review by government agencies, organizations, and individuals during an official
comment period that included public hearings In the project area.

This document, the FEIS, contains:

1. A comprehensive summary of the DEIS and FEIS.
2. A description of additional route studies performed subsequent to the DEIS.

3. A description of the review process, comments from letters and hearings on the
DEIS, and Western's responses to the comments (Chapter Il).

4. Corrections and revisions of data in the DEIS (Chapter Ill)

Copies of the FEIS have been sent to all agencies, organizations, and individuals listed
in Chapter VI of the DEIS, and to all agencies, organizations, and individuals who have since
requested copies.
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SUMMARY

A. /Introduction

S

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) is proposing to construct a high
voltage transmission line project which would interconnect the existing Antelope Valley Station
(AVS)-Charlie Creek 345-kV Transmission Line In southern McKenzie County and the Dawson
County-Dickinson 230-kV Transmission Line near Belfield, Stark County, North Dakota. A new
345/230-kV substation would be constructed near Belfield and additions made to the existing
Charlie Creek 345/115-kV Substation. This environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for the Implementation of the procedural requirements
of NEPA, the Department of Energy guidelines for compliance with NEPA, and other applicable
legislation.

B. Need and Purpose

The electrical needs of the Charlie Creek-Wiiiiston area in western North Dakota are
presently served by a single 345-kV transmission line from the Antelope Valley Station (AVS) and
several 115-kV transmission lines from Garrison, Tioga, Wolf Point, and Richland. Distribution
service in the area is supported by a 69-kV system owned by McKenzie Electric Cooperative and
a 41.6-kV system owned by West Plains Electric Cooperative.

Power system simulation studies and operational experience have demonstrated the
need for added transmission capacity into the area. The Charlie Creek-Williston area cannot
sustain an outage of the AVS-Charlle Creek 345-kV line without experiencing severe low
voltages, overloaded facilities, and possible loss of electric service to customers. In the future,
system voltages and facility loadings will be unacceptable during both outage and system intact
conditions.

The proposed action would: 1) provide improved service to area loads, 2) improve
system reliability, 3) contribute to energy conservation, and 4) provide flexibility for future system
expansion.

C. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

The categories of alternatives considered for meeting the stated need are no action,
energy conservation, other existing or planned systems, other technologies, other alternating
current overhead systems, and the proposed action with routing and design alternatives.

In this EIS, the no action alternative has been interpreted to mean that no new
transmission facilities would be constructed by Western between Charlie Creek and Belfield. The
consequences of the no action alternative would be: 1) The electrical loads served from the
existing Charlie Creek-Williston 115-kV transmission system would be subject to low voltage and




possible loss of electric service during an outage of the AVS-Charlie Creek 345-kV Transmission
Line, and 2) The existing Charlie Creek-Williston transmission system would not be able to
support anticipated area electrical load growth under system-intact conditions when Lewis and
Clark generation is off-line. Overloaded facilities, low voltage conditions, and associated service
interruptions will Increase in frequency and severity as time progresses.

Western could attempt to mitigate these adverse effects through mandatory load
curtailments, rolling black-outs, and planned voltage reduction, but these measures are
considered unacceptable in terms of normal utility practices.

Western encourages energy conservation, which refers to the elimination of wasteful or
unnecessary uses of energy and has the advantage of reducing energy consumption with no
documented adverse environmental impacts. While conservation measures employed by
Western and its customers have resulted In some energy savings and reduction in loads, they
have not reduced area loads or area load growth in amounts sufficient to eliminate the need to
improve the system.

Another possible alternative for meeting the stated need would be for Western to provide
support to the Charlie Creek area using existing or planned transmission systems. There are no
existing or planned transmission facilities owned by others that Western could use to meet the
need for the proposed action.

A direct current (dc) transmission system is a possible alternative to an alternating
current (ac) system, but, because of the.need for ac-dc conversion facilities, a dc system with
the power transfer capability of a 345-kV ac line would cost approximately two to three times as
much as an ac line, with no apparent environmental advantage. Underground systems were
also evaluated but eliminated because of technical complications, economic and environmental
costs, and accessibility, although some aesthetic Impacts would be avoided. No other method
is presently available for the economical bulk-power transmission of electric energy.

Overhead ac systems other than the proposed action were also considered. These
included: 1) a Charlie Creek-Belfield 230-kV line, 2) a Charlie Creek-Dickinson 345-kV line, and 3)
a Charlie Creek-Dickinson 230-kV line. A comparison of these options to the proposed action
indicated that the proposed action offered the best combination of costs, savings in transmission

line losses, Improved system reliability, provision of an additional transmission source to area

loads, and future expandibility.

After investigating the above alternatives, Western concluded that the most reasonable
alternative for meeting the stated need and purpose would be a new overhead ac line
constructed between Charlie Creek and Belfield. Design alternatives for voltage, structures, and
conductor were considered. Results of design-alternative evaluations are incorporated in the
following description of the proposed action and routing alternatives.

D. Proposed Action

~ Western proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a single-circuit overhead 345-kV
ac transmission line to connect Basin Electric’s existing 345/115-kV Charlie Creek Substation
with Western’s existing Dawson County-Dickinson 230-kV Transmission Line at a new 345/230-
kV substation to be built near Belfield, North Dakota. The proposed project would consist of the
construction of about 40.9 miles of new 345-kV transmission line on steel-lattice structures. The

proposed Belfield Substation would be built on approximately 5 acres of land 6 miles southeast
of Belfield. A steel-lattice structure would be 60 to 90 feet tall and occupy approximately 1600
square feet at the base. Span lengths between structures would average 1,150 feet along a 165-
foot wide right-of-way. The conductors would be nonspeculartype to reduce light reflection.

Table II-5 in the DEIS identifies other generic and specific mitigation measures which are
considered part of the proposed action. These measures were assumed when assessing
residual impacts and environmental consequences.

Construction of the proposed project would begin in September 1989, and the line
would be scheduled to be operational by December 1990. The expected life of the project Is at
least 50 years.

E. Alternative Corridor and Substation Comparison

The siting and impact assessment of the Charlie Creek to Belfield 345-kV Transmission
Line Project was accomplished through a rigorous, systematic process involving six major
phases: 1) determining the scope of the environmental studies and assessments to be
conducted, 2) conducting resource sensitivity analyses to identify opportunities and constraints
to transmission line siting, 3) selecting alternative corridors and substation sites for detailed
study, 4) assessing the potential impact of constructing and operating the project at each
alternative location and methods for avoiding or reducing those impacts, 5) identifying the “least
impact" location and selecting a proposed or "preferred" route for the project, and 6) preparing
the EIS for review and obtaining other required environmental reviews and approvals.

Environmental studies including regional-scale and corridor-scale studies were
conducted for a number of alternative transmission line routes between Charlie Creek and
Belfield and for four alternative substation sites south of Belfield. The principal studies, through
which the environmental baseline for impact assessment and mitigation planning was
developed, inventoried existing conditions for land use, agricultural, visual, and socioeconomic
resources in the human environment; archaeological, historic, and Native American resources in
the cultural environment; and air, geologic, paleontologic, hydrologic, soils, vegetation, and
wildlife resources In the natural environment. In addition, potential electrical, biological, health,
and safety effects from the proposed project were assessed.

F. Public Involvement And Review Process

An extensive public involvement program was conducted which began early in the
planning process with scoping meetings and agency contacts to provide Information on the
proposed project and solicit early input regarding environmental Issues. Further public
workshops were held at critical points in the planning process to obtain data for the
environmental studies and solicit input on alternative routes and substation sites.

The public review process for the DEIS consisted of solicitihg comments from
approximately 100 government agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals to whom the
document was sent. Comments were received in the form of letters and remarks made during
the public hearings conducted by Western in Belfield and Grassy Butte, North Dakota.




In response, 61 letters were received commenting on the DEIS. A total of 25 people
presented oral comments for the record at the public hearings. Responses to specific
comments are provided in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

G. Affected Environment

1. Human Environment

The majority of lands within the study area are In private ownership. Publicly owned
lands fall under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service, the North Dakota Department of State
Lands, Billings, Stark, McKenzie, and Dunn Counties, and the city of Belfield. The Little Missouri
National Grasslands are administered by the U.S. Forest Service as part of the Custer National
Forest and are managed primarily for livestock grazing purposes, implementation of intensive
range management systems, and the facilitation of minerals and energy development

Regionally significant existing and planned land use feat_ures within the stu‘dy' area
consist primarily of ranching-based agricultural activities. Over 90 pgrcent pf the Ianq wn'thin the
study area Is devoted to non-Irrigated crop and livestock productlop which Is maintained on
large farmsteads. There Is no irrigated cropland In the study area. Prime farmlands are present
to a very limited extent within the study area. :

The City of Belfield (population 1,300) Is the only municipality within the study area.
There are numerous oil and gas production facilities concentrated primarily in the northeastern
portion of the study area. A Department of Defense Ground Wave Emergency Network (GWEN)
tower is located 4 miles west of Belfield.

Two major transportation corridors are located in the study area: 1) Interstate 94 runs
east-west through the southern portion of the study area, and 2) U.S. Highway 85 runs north to
south through the western portion of the study area.

The study area is a homogeneous visual setting that is common to the physlographic
region. Scenic quality for the study area Is rated as Class C, characterized by upland rolling
plains that are generally uniform, expressing little variety In form, line, color, or texture.

Key Observation Points (KOPs) within the study area include residential and hi.g_hwa.y
views. The Forest Service considers views from Interstate 94 to be particularly sensitive in
relationship to the Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP), the eastern boundary of which is
one mile west of the project area (Forest Service, 1974).

KOPs outside of the study area which have significance include a number of viewpoints
from the TRNP which are located from 1.5 to 5 miles from the western boundary of the study
area. Vistas from these viewpoints encompass areas along the southwestern portion of the
study area.

2. Cultural Environment .

There are no known cultural resources in the study area listed in or determined eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Sites representing most prehistoric periods

have been recorded. These sites include cultural material scatters and quarries. Historic sites
recorded in the study area include homestead/farmsteads, granaries, houses, dumps, and
mines.

No Native American resources of contemporary or historical significance were identified
in the study area.

Portions of a 200-foot-wlde corridor along the proposed route were surveyed for cultural
resources In October 1988, and two prehistoric cultural material scatters were identified. The
remainder of the corridor will be surveyed in the spring of 1989. After completion of the survey,
NRHP eligibility and mitigation measures (if required) for any cultural resources discovered will
be determined in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer.

3. Natural Environment

The climate in the study area is semi-arid and continental, characterized by long cold
winters and short warm summers. The mean annual temperature at Watford City (located
approximately 30 miles north of the study area) for 1971-80 was 43.1 °F; ranging from an
average of 70 °F In July and August to 13.9 °F In January. The mean annual precipitation
recorded at Watford City (located approximately 60 miles north of Belfield) for 1971-80 was 15.9
inches, with approximately 70 percent of total precipitation occurring during the growing season.
The overall ambient air quality Is good.

The study area Is located In the unglaclated Missouri Plateau Section of the Great Plains
Physiographic Province in southwestern North Dakota. Only minor damage would be expected
from seismic activity within the area. The area is characterized by low relief and gentle slopes
interrupted by hills, buttes, and ridges. The near-surface strata are relatively flat-lying. The
dominant lithologic unit is the Sentinel Butte Formation consisting of thin lignite, Interbedded
gray siltstone, silty claystone, mudstone, and gray-to-yellowish-gray, fine-to-medium channel
sand. Significant mineral resources and economically valuable materials occurring within the
study area include oil and gas, lignite, uranium, and scoria. The eight soil map units in the study
area exhibit some potential water and wind erosion, compaction, reclamation sensitivity, and
engineering problems. Although fossiliferous strata occur within the study area, the potential for
disturbing significant paleontological resources is low. ‘

A north-south drainage divide is located in the western portion of the study area.
Drainages located west of the divide flow into the Little Missouri River, while drainages that flow
in an easterly direction drain into the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers. These are low-gradient
intermittent streams that normally flow In direct response to snowmelt or precipitation. Ground
water supplies for domestic and livestock use are generally found in the upper Hell Creek-lower
Ludlow aquifer system, aquifers in the upper part of the Ludlow, Tongue River, and Sentinel
Butte Formations, and alluvial deposits. ‘

Vegetation In the area Is dominated by prairie grassland, except on slopes and along
drainages. Much of the natural vegetation on the rolling uplands has been replaced by non-
irrigated cultivation of small grains and fodder crops. The Little Missouri National Grasslands are
Federally owned lands managed as grazing rangeland similar to private holdings of native
grassland. Limited hardwood forest stands occur in upper drainages and draws and limited
wetland communities exist along larger stream channels, in poorly drained depressions, and
adjacent to stock ponds and reservoirs. There are no permanent lakes or large areas of
wetlands in the study area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has verified that no plant species




currently on the Federal or state threatened or endangered species lists have been identified
within the study area.

Cropland, grassland, wetland, aquatic, and hardwood are the five wildlife habitat types
occurring within the study area. Big game species include mule deer, white-tailed deer, and
pronghorn antelope. Common upland game birds Include pheasant, partridge, grouse, and wild
turkey. Waterfowl include geese and ducks. Four species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service may occur in the study area. The peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and
whooping crane are potential migrants through the area. The black-footed ferret is a potential
resident of prairie dog towns. State species of concern which likely are present are long-billed
curlew, Baird’s sparrow, and Sprague’s pipit.

There are no extensive floodplains in the study area. Wetlands are limited and have
been significantly impacted by agriculture. The only wetland systems present are riverine and
palustrine. Riverine systems along the small streams include all the wetlands and shallow water
habitats contained within a channel, with the exception of wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs,
and persistent emergents.  Palustrine systems include floodplains, and all other ponds,
depressions, marshes, and seepage zones throughout the area. Lacustrine systems, which are
bodies of water greater than 20 acres, are notably missing from the study area.

H. Environmental Conseguences

1. Impact Assessment/Mitigation Planning Process

Environmental consequences from the proposed action and alternatives are the residual
impacts derived through a process that first identified, and subsequently evaluated and
integrated, initial impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. The process involved assessing
impacts by: 1) comparing the proposed project with the pre-project environment, 2) determining
mitigation that would avoid, effectively reduce, or eliminate impacts, and 3) identifying "residual”
impacts, or impacts remaining after the application of mitigation.

Study area-specific impact types and levels as well as mitigation measures (see Table II-
5 in DEIS) were first identified for each resource. Impacts were then evaluated using "reference
centerline" routes which were located within each of the alternative corridors such that they
occupied areas which had been identified to be less environmentally sensitive. Initial and
residual impacts were established on a resource by resource basis for each of the alternative
routes. Routes were then compared to identify the "environmentally preferred route".

2. |mpacts to the Human iro

Land use concerns expressed by Billings, Stark, McKenzie, and Dunn Counties,
interested agencies, and the public during the project scoping process centered on the effects
on agricultural practices, the proximity to occupied rural residences and farm complexes, and
the potential for closely paralleling other linear features such as roads.

Land use impacts are primarily to agriculture, since it is the principal land use in the
study area. Most other types of land uses, and associated impacts, can be avoided through
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facility siting. Short-term impacts on agriculture include temporary loss of cropland in
construction areas and reduced crop yields in construction areas due to soil compaction.

Long-term land use Impacts include reduction In available land by displacement of the
area required for structures and reduction in crop yields due to soil compaction resulting from
maneuvering farm equipment around structures. Transmission structures hinder the operation
of farm equipment, and additional time is required to farm and maneuver around these
structures. The proposed project may interfere with crop dusting operations. Weed control is a
major concern of farmers In areas where transmission lines are located. Additional time may be
required to hand-spray or cut weeds around transmission structures. Mature weeds may spread
seeds Into fields, and provide cover for harmful insects.

The socioeconomic impact assessment focuses on issues, concerns, and questions
raised by landowners, elected officials, and agency representatives in meetings and
conversations conducted as part of the environmental study process. Such comments are taken
to be representative of the social and economic issues that are important to local people in
relation to this project. These issues are evaluated in light of project construction and operation
requirements in order to determine potential effects on community economies and social
structures.

Local residents would benefit from increased reliability of electric service delivery.
Effects of the project on the local economy of the study area are considered, overall, to be
positive, but short-term. This Is particularly true In Stark County, where most of the construction-
related revenues would be spent.

From an economic perspective, agricultural impacts would likely be minimal and
restricted mainly to cultivated areas. Potential economic impacts to agriculture including crop
loss and damages, would be compensated through payments by Western for acquired right-of-
way. Right-of-way (ROW) acquisition would be accomplished through negotiations with each
affected landowner. These negotiations are expected to result in some economic benefit to the
property owner, particularly in light of the fact that agricultural operators could continue to use
most of the acquired ROW for farming purposes. This economic benefit may be partially offset
by the inconvenience and potential crop yield reduction associated with the presence of
transmission structures in cultivated fields on a long-term basis.

The primary siting Issues associated with visual resources were foreground and
middleground views from major travel routes, individual residences, and communities, as well as
views from Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

Visual intrusion of the transmission line would continue throughout the life of the
proposed project. Nonspecular (not-shiny) conductors would be used for the proposed project,
reducing conductor visibility as much as possible. Structures would be placed in a manner
which allows sensitive features to be avoided or spanned, wherever possible. These mitigation
measures would reduce site-specific visual impacts to some degree, but would not effectively
reduce initial impacts to lower levels (e.g., high impacts would not be reduced to moderate). In
assessing the visual impacts of the proposed project, it was determined that the minimum
impact incurred would be low rather than none, since the line would always have some visual
presence.

vii




3. Impacts to the Cultural Environment

Impacts to cultural resources, which are nonrenewable, could be adverse and
permanent. Construction and operation of the proposed project could result in impacts affecting
cultural resources physically and/or visually, directly and/or indirectly, and could affect criteria
that makes a resource eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Direct
impacts are primarily limited to the location of structure footings, guy wire anchors, access
trails/roads, and areas of heavy equipment movement along the right-of-way. Direct impacts
could also include visual impacts, especially to historic sites. Indirect Impacts could result from
increased access to previously isolated sites, heightening the potential for vandalism.

Sites may be avoidable through spanning and/or establishment of avoidance (e.g., hon-
trespass) areas for construction, inspection, and other project-related personnel and equipment.
Western will confer with the State Historic Preservation Officer to determine mitigation of adverse
impacts to significant cultural resources, should any be discovered.

4. Impacts to the Natural Environment

Primary types of impacts on air resources are increased total suspended particulate
levels from construction activities and increased emission of nitrogen oxide, hydrocarbons,
carbon monoxide and sulfur dioxide from construction and maintenance vehicles. Dust impacts
could result from grading structure sites and access trails, clearing of brush and tree debris, and
vehicle movement during construction.

Air resource impacts anticipated during construction and maintenance of the proposed
transmission line are highly transient in nature and of a very short duration. The impacts are
therefore considered to be low in magnitude and should not prevent the maintenance of air
quality standards.

The principal geologic and hydrologic environmental impacts and construction
constraints assessed for the proposed project were: 1) soil erosion on steep slopes, 2)
construction of structure foundations In unconsolidated deposits (alluvium and colluvium), areas
with high water tables, and areas subject to periodic flooding, and 3) small scale subsidence
from burning lignite beds resulting in collapse of overburden. Potential soil related hazards were
determined to be water erosion, wind erosion, compaction sensitivity, reclamation sensitivity,
and engineering constraints. Spanning or rerouting to avoid sensitive features and upgrading
structure foundations to insure stability in areas of soft subsurface conditions, high water tables,
or flooding potential would effectively reduce geologic and hydrologic impacts and overcome
construction constraints.

High impact levels to vegetation were not encountered in the study area owing to the
lack of large, critically sensitive areas of vegetation. No unique, threatened, or endangered plant
species have been identified. The wetlands associated with reservoirs, marshes, and streams
are small and will be avoided by careful routing. Other areas that could support wetlands
vegetation, such as small potholes and surface depressions, are not present in the study area.

Short-term impacts to wildlife would occur during the construction phase. They include
disturbance of animals by noise and the presence of humans as well as temporary loss of habitat
owing to construction activities. Long-term impacts are those that result from the long-term
presence of the transmission line such as permanent loss or alteration of habitat owing to
construction of the line. The removal of grassland and cropland wildlife habitat for structure sites
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would not result in significant long-term biological impacts. All harawood and wetland habitats
would be avoided or spanned. No impacts to threatened, endangered, or special-status species
have been identified.

I. Electrical Effects

The electrical effects of the proposed project would be those resulting from corona and
electric/magnetic fields. Corona is the electrical breakdown of the air into charged particles.
Effects of corona, which are greatest during wet weather, include audible noise, visible light,
photochemical oxidants, and radio and television interference. No significant adverse effects
from audible noise, visible light, or photochemical oxidants are anticipated. Impacts from radio
and television interference, if they occur, are expected to be minimal and would be mitigated by
Western on a case by case basis.

Field effects from electrical and magnetic fields created by the proposed transmission
line include induced currents and voltages. The induced short-circuit current to the largest
anticipated vehicle under the proposed line would be less than the National Electric Safety Code
criterion of 5 milliampere (mA).

Primary shocks from steady-state current would not be possible from the induced
currents because of the relatively low field strengths and grounding practices of Western.
Secondary shocks are not likely to occur very often; when they do, they would represent a
nuisance rather than a hazard. Spark discharges from Induced voltages could occur on objects
inadequately grounded under the proposed line; however, shock of this type would be rare.

Whether long-term direct exposure to electric fields from transmission lines causes
biological or health effects in humans is controversial. Research results are contradictory and
inconclusive. The electric-field levels of the proposed line would be less than levels at which
effects have been reported and below the perception levels for humans. No adverse health or
biological effects are anticipated.

Adverse electrical effects on agriculture are not anticipated because the electrical fields
from the proposed transmission line would be below levels where most effects have been
observed on honeybees or crops.

Magnetically Induced currents and voltages from the proposed transmission line would
be minimized because of grounding practices of Western and available mitigating techniques
that would be applied. It is highly unlikely that exposures to the magnetic fields from the
proposed line would have adverse biological or health effects because of the low levels
generated, which are equal to or less than those of appliances in the home. The proposed line
would not be located in close proximity to occupied residences.

Reversion of pacemakers is the most substantial effect noted to wearers of pacemakers

and is not considered a serious problem. To date, no evidence that a transmission line has
caused a serious problem to the wearer of a pacemaker has been found.




J. Environmentally Preferred Rout

The least potential impact or "environmentally preferred” route was identified through an
assessment of the environmental data and public input. Included in the preferred route selection
was a review of the impact characterizations, significant unavoidable adverse impacts, individual
routing preferences, and agency/public comments regarding the locations and cumulative
environmental consequences of each alternative route.

A total of 28 different routes were compared for the DEIS. Summaries of assessment
criteria, corridor selection issues, and impact assessment issues are presented in Table lI-4 of
the DEIS. A comparison of impacts for the final list of alternative routes Is shown on Table II-7 of
the DEIS. A quantitative comparison of final routes is shown on Table II-8 of the DEIS. The
locations of the alternative corridors and routes, and the alternative Belfield Substation siting
areas are shown in Figure 11-8 of the DEIS. The environmentally preferred route is also shown In
Figure 11-9 of the DEIS.

In the DEIS, two routes, an eastern route (E4-1) and a western route (W1-1), were found
to be clearly preferred over all other alternatives. Route E4-1 was found to be superior to W1-1
for visual resources but less desirable in terms of agricultural land use resources. Because the
visual preference for the E4-1 was stronger than the agricultural land use preference for W1-1
(i.e., a wider discrepancy within the given resource) and because visual impacts ranged into the
high category while all land use impacts were moderate or lower, route E4-1 was determined to
be the least-potential-impact or "environmentally preferred" route in the DEIS.

Given that the eastern and western routes were very similar in overall environmental
ranking, it was considered Important to evaluate other factors such as miles of transmission line
construction, available access, potential construction problems, and project costs before
selecting the agency-preferred route. Consideration of these other factors lead to the selection
of the western route (W1-1) as the agency-preferred route in the DEIS. As a result of refinements
made to this route in the course of a centerline survey, W1-1 was re-designated W1-1R In the
DEIS.

A significant portion of the written and verbal comments received on the DEIS expressed
concerns for the visibility, from the Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP), of the proposed
transmission line if constructed in the agency-preferred route (W1-1R). In addition, a number of
the comments either specifically favored or opposed construction in the environmentally
preferred route (E4-1). To further address these concerns, Western subsequently performed
additional route studies involving: 1) local modifications to the southern portion of route W1-1R
to reduce visibility from the TRNP, and 2) a surveyed environmentally preferred route (E4-1R)
which would provide a basis for comparison to route W1-1R at an equivalent level of detail.

As was the case for the unsurveyed eastern and western routes compared In the DEIS,
the surveyed routes (and local modifications) were found to be closely ranked environmentally.
The western route (with a modification to its alignment at the southern end) was found to have
substantially fewer agricultural land use impacts than the eastern route. The eastern route was
preferable from a visual resources standpoint with fewer open views from residences and no
visibility from TRNP. Because the visual preference for the eastern route was greater than the
agricultural land use preference for the western route, and because visual impacts ranged into
the high category while land use impacts were low to moderate, the eastern route (E4-1R) was
found environmentally preferable to the other alternatives studied subsequent to the DEIS.
Route E4-1R is essentially equivalent to the environmentally preferred route (E4-1) presented in

the DEIS with the exception of localized refinements made primarily to reduce site specific land
use and visual impacts.

K. Agency-Preferred Route

In selecting the agency-preferred route for the DEIS, it was recognized that the final two
routes considered (W1-1 and E4-1) had very similar environmental rankings and that other cost
and engineering factors needed to be considered. Route W1-1 was selected as the agency-
preferred route in the DEIS because it was shorter in length (by approximately 4 miles), had
better access, and presented fewer construction constraints than E4-1. These same factors
were considered in re-evaluating the agency-preferred route during studies made subsequent to
the DEIS. In addition, comments received on the DEIS were also considered in the decision-
making process.

As a result of the on-the-ground surveys performed along both the western and eastern
routes, it was found that the difference in distance between them had been reduced from
approximately 4 to approximately 2.7 miles. The survey work, as well as additional evaluation on
the ground and through overflights, also indicated that access to the eastern route was not as
limited as originally perceived and that construction constraints were of the same order of
magnitude as those along the western route. Through public comment, it was determined that
visibility of the line from residences, local urban areas, and TRNP was of significant importance.
In particular, a large number of the comments expressed concern for the visibility of the
proposed line from TRNP (see Tables lI-1, 1I-2, and II-3 in Chapter |l of this FEIS). It was
determined that the agency-preferred route would be changed from W1-1, as specified in the
DEIS, to E4-1R (the environmentally preferred route).

Based on the corridor selection process and adjustments made to the agency-preferred
route, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts would remain for earth resources, biological
resources, or floodplains and wetlands. Remaining significant (or potentially significant)
unavoidable adverse impacts were identified for land use, visual, and cultural resources.

1. Land Use

Several long-term impacts to land use may result from the construction of the proposed
line. Impacts associated with line construction may include hindrance of farm equipment
operation, reduced crop yields, and removal of cropland from production. The construction of
steel-lattice structures would remove approximately 3.2 acres of cropland from production for
the life of the project. An additional 6 acres of land would be occupied by the Belfield
Substation.

2. Visual Resources

High visual impacts would occur along the proposed transmission line corridor where 17
residences with open views are located within 1 mile of the agency-preferred route. The
proposed Belfield Substation, southeast of Belfield, would create high visual Impacts to 1
residence with an open view and moderate impacts to 4 to 6 residences with partially screened
views within 1 to 3 miles of the Substation.
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3. Cultural Resources

Although there is potential for significant impacts to archaeological and historic
resources, there are known NRHP-eligible sites In the study area and a large number of
significant archaeological sites are not expected to be encountered, since most of the area has
been cultivated for many years. Potential adverse impacts to archaeological and historic
resources cannot be identified until results of the Intensive cultural resources survey are
assessed and consultation for eligibility and effect between Western and the State Historic
Preservation Officer is completed. '

Final NRHP eligibility determinations must be made before the level of Impact to each

resource can be assessed. Finalized construction plans will determine which resources can be
avoided.

Xii

. IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND COMPARISON OF ADDITIONAL REFINED
AND MODIFIED ROUTES

A. Introduction

A significant portion of the written and verbal comments received on the DEIS expressed
concerns for the visibility of the proposed transmission line from the Theodore Roosevelt
National Park (TRNP) if constructed in the agency-preferred route (W1-1R). In addition, a
number of the comments either specifically favored or opposed construction in . the
environmentally preferred route (E4-1). To further address these concerns, Western
subsequently performed additional route studies involving: 1) local modifications to the southern
portion of route W1-1R to reduce visibility from the TRNP, and 2) a surveyed environmentally
preferred route (E4-1R) which would provide a basis for comparison to route W1-1R at an
equivalent level of detail.

Following is a resource-by-resource assessment and comparison of Impacts for this final
set of refined (surveyed) and modified routes in the eastern-most and western-most alternative
corridors. This comparison includes a synopsized review of the resources in the study area and
associated issues and impacts resulting from the proposed project. For a complete discussion
of resources, issues, and impacts, please refer to the DEIS.

The routes compared are shown on Figure I-1 and impacts are summarized in Table |-1.
The original agency-preferred and environmentally preferred routes as evaluated for the DEIS
were routes W1-1 and E4-1. These routes were refined as a result of centerline surveys. The
refined versions are designated W1-1R and E4-1R. Routes WM1 and WM2 are local
modifications to the refined agency-preferred route (W1-1R) which have been proposed to
reduce impacts to views from TRNP.

B. Land Use and Agricultural Resources

1. Affected Environment

The majority of lands within the study area are in private ownership. The Federally-
owned Little Missouri National Grasslands are administered by the U.S. Forest Service as part of
the Custer National Forest and are managed primarily for livestock grazing purposes,
implementation of intensive range management systems, recreation,and the facilitation of
minerals and energy development.

Regionally significant existing and planned land use features within the study area
consist primarily of ranching-based agricultural activities. Over 90 percent of the land within the
study area is devoted to non-irrigated crop and livestock production which is maintained on
large farmsteads. There is no irrigated cropland in the study area.




The City of Belfield (population 1,300) is the only municipality within the study area.
There are numerous oil and gas production facilities concentrated primarily in the northeastern
portion of the study area.

Two major transportation corridors are located in the study area: 1) Interstate 94 runs
east-west through the southern portion of the study area, and 2) U.S. Highway 85 runs north to
south through the western portion of the study area.

2. |ssues and Impacts

Land use impacts are primarily to agriculture, since it is the principal land use in the
study area. Most other types of land uses, and associated impacts, can be avoided through
facility siting. Short-term impacts on agriculture include temporary loss of cropland in
construction areas and reduced crop yields in construction areas due to soil compaction.

Long-term land use impacts include reduction in available land by displacement of the
area required for structures and reduction in crop yields due to soil compaction resulting from
maneuvering farm equipment around structures. Using the size of the base of a typical steel-
lattice structure and assuming 5 structures per mile, it is estimated that approximately 0.17 acre
would be taken out of production for each mile of non-irrigated cropland crossed. Transmission
line structures also hinder the operation of farm equipment, and additional time is required to
farm and maneuver around these structures. The proposed project may interfere with crop
dusting operations. Weed control is a major concern of farmers and ranchers In areas where
transmission lines are located, both in cultivated lands and grazing lands.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. Route W1-1R and associated alternatives (WM1 and
WM2) would minimize land use and agricultural impacts. W1-1R crosses approximately 14.2
miles of cropland (2.4 acres taken out of production) and 24.0 miles of grassland, of which 5.5
are Little Missouri National Grasslands.

W1-1R avoids any direct land use conflicts. Residual impacts to agriculture would result
in 0.8 mile of potentially moderate-to-high impacts due to diagonal field crossings.

Moderate residual Impacts associated with crossing non-irrigated cropland at midfield or
along field edges would occur for 13.3 miles along W1-1R. The remainder of W1-1R consists
primarily of rangeland and would be characterized by low-to-moderate and low impacts. All
highways, railroads, and pipelines would be spanned.

The first western modified route (WM1) crosses approximately 4.4 miles of cropland
(0.75 acres taken out of production) and 10.1 miles of grassland, of which 3.5 are Little Missouri
National Grasslands. WM1 avoids any other direct land use conflicts. Residual impacts
associated with agriculture would result in 0.5 miles of potentially moderate-to-high impacts due
to diagonal field crossings and 3.9 miles of moderate impacts related to midfield and field edge
locations in cropland. The remainder of WM1 crosses grasslands, where Impacts would be low.
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TABLE i-1.

QUANTITATIVE

ROUTE COMPARISON

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

*NS = Not Seen

**Based on pre-existing information (no survey results)

=*Not a siting criteria

W1-1R WM wmMm2
" CONSTRUCTION Highly Erosive Soil 2.3 2.9 2.6 10.1
CONSTRAINTS - High \éalinity Soil 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1
_(miles) Fiocodplains 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.5
AGRICULTURAL Non-irrigated cropland (miies/acres% 14.2/2.4 11.6/2.0 12.6/2.1 19.1/3.2
IMPACTS Mid-field Angle Structures (number 0 1 0 3
LAND USE Pipelines Crossed 2 2 3 3
IMPACTS Oil & Gas Wells w/in 500 ft. 4 3 5 9
{number) Scoria Pits and Uranium Mines 0 0 0 0
' Res. w/in 1 Mile w/ Open Views 32 35 38 17
Res. w/in 1 Mile w/ Screened or Mod. View 8 9 10 17
Total Number of Res. w/in 1 Mile 40 44 48 34
Total Number of Res. w/in 1-3 Miles 26 o7 21 83
VISUAL Highway Foreground Views (miles of line visibie) 12.0 12.4 12.0 6.9
IMPACTS Painted Canyon Overlook (miles of line visibie) 7.5-8.5 6-9.5 7-10 NS=
(miles/number) Buck Hilt (miles of line visible) 6-7 G-7 6-7 NS
Talkington Trail gmﬁﬂes of line visible) 3 4 4-5 NS
Belfield (miles of line visible) 3 3 1 5.5
South Heart (miles of line visible) 13 13 11 4
CULTURAL == High Prehistoric_Sensitivity (miles) 0 0 0 1.0
RESOURCES Known Historic & Native Am. Resources (number) 0 0 0 )
EFFECTS ON Prairie Grassland Vegetation 21.6 22.9 23.4 18.4
TERRESTRIAL Hardwood Draws/Shrubland Vegetation 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.7
ECOSYSTEMS Riparian Wetland Vegetation 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7
(miles) - Areas w/in 0.5 Miles of Known Raptor Nests 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.5
EFFECTS ON Heart River 1 1 1 1
AQUATIC CGreen River 1 1 1 1
ECOSYSTEMS Knife River 1 1 1 1
(miles/number) Intermittent Stream Crossings 39 39 37 38
Wetland Vegetation (miles) 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7
LAND === Private 32.2 31.7 33.0 38.8
OWNERSHIP State 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.1
(miles) Federal 5.5 5.8 4.5 1.0
Length in Miles 38.2 37.8 37.8 40.9



The second western modified route (WM2) crosses approximately 5.4 miles of cropland
(0.92 acres taken out of production) and 9.1 miles of grassland, of which 2.2 miles are in the
Little Missouri National Grasslands. There are no other direct land use impacts identified along
WM2. Residual impacts to agriculture would result in 0.4 mile of potentially moderate-to-high
impacts to croplands due to diagonal field crossings. An additional 5.0 miles of moderate
impacts were identified along WM2, owing to midfield or field edge locations.

Agricultural impacts along WM1 and WM2 would be lower than the corresponding
segment of W1-1R, which crosses 7.0 miles of cropland where impacts would be moderate.
WM2 would be less preferable than WM1 due to increased distance across cropland.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R crosses approximately 19.1 miles of cropland (3.25 acres
taken out of production) and 21.0 miles of grassland, which includes 1.0 mile of Little Missouri
National Grassland. E4-1R avoids any other direct land use conflicts and has no associated high
residual impacts.

Moderate-to-high residual impacts would occur along E4-1R where non-irrigated
cropland is crossed diagonally for 1.2 miles. Moderate residual impacts would make up a
majority of E4-1R, totalling 19.1 miles where the route crosses non-irrigated cropland at midfield,
or along field edges. Low-to-moderate and low impacts would make up the remainder of E4-1R
where residual impacts for rangeland areas would be considered low. All highways, railroads,
and pipelines would be spanned.

4. Summary

The western routes (W1-1R, WM1, and WM2) would have somewhat lower impacts on
land use and agricultural resources than would the eastern route (E4-1R). This is primarily
because less cropland is crossed by the western routes. Of the western routes, WM1 would
result in the least agricultural impact.

C. Visual Resources

1. Affected Environment

The study area is a homogeneous visual setting that is common to the physiographic
region. Scenic quality for the study area is rated as Class C, characterized by upland rolling
plains that are generally uniform, expressing little variety in form, line, color, or texture.

Key Observation Points (KOPs) within the study area include residential and highway
views. KOPs outside of the study area which have significance include a number of viewpoints
from the TRNP, whose vistas encompass areas along the western portion of the study area.

2. Issues and Impacts

The principal visual resource issues include foreground and middleground views from
residences, the communities of Belfield and South Heart, Interstate 94 (I-94), U.S. Highway 85,
and State Highway 200, as well as views from the TRNP.

Visual intrusion of the transmission line would continue throughout the life of the
proposed project. Mitigation measures would reduce site-specific visual impacts to some
degree, but would not effectively reduce initial impacts to lower levels (e.g., high impacts would
not be reduced to moderate). In assessing the visual impacts of the proposed project, it was
determined that the minimum impact incurred would be low rather than none, since the line
would always have some visual presence.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. High visual impacts would occur to the views from
32 of the 40 residences within one mile of W1-1R. W1-1R would also be visible from the western
portion of Belfield, which is approximately 3 miles away. High-to-moderate visual impacts would
result at the I-94 crossing (2.0 miles) and where W1-1R is within 1" mile of U.S. 85 or State
Highway 200. W1-1R would be within highway foreground views for 12 miles.

Visual impacts to views from the TRNP were assessed from three viewpoints using
computer simulations: Painted Canyon Overlook, Buck Hill, and Talkington Trail (horseback
riding trail). Although the simulations produced perspective plots showing relative apparent
sizes of structures visible from the various viewpoints, the true effect of distance on structure
appearance is difficult to evaluate using computer-generated simulations alone. Field
observations of existing transmission lines at similar distances to the alternative routes assisted
In the assessment of impacts.

The three viewpoints within TRNP (Talkington Trail, Painted Canyon Overlook, and Buck
Hill) are located approximately 3, 7, and 8 miles, respectively, from W1-1R. Within the assessed
field of view, 12 structures would be visible along W1-1R from Painted Canyon Overlook. All of
the structures within the assessed field of view would be visible from both Buck Hill and
Talkington Trail.

High visual impacts would occur to views from 21 residences along WM1, compared to
high visual impacts to at least 24 residences along WM2, WM2 would also be highly visible from
the western portion of Belfield. Each route would result in high-to-moderate impacts at the I-94
crossing. WM1 would be within the highway foreground for 2.4 miles, and WM2 for. 2.0 miles.

No structures along WM1 or WM2 would be visible within the assessed field of view from
Painted Canyon Overlook. Approximately 87 percent of the WM1 structures and approximately
61 percent of the WM2 structures would be visible from within the field of view assessed for the
Buck Hill viewpoint. The simulations indicate that all structures for both WM1 and WM2 would
be visible for the assessed field of view from Talkington Trail.

For all three TRNP viewpoints, the average viewing distance to WM1 and WM2 is
significantly increased over the average viewing distances to W1-1R. Approximately 11 miles of
WM1 is from 0.75 to 1 mile further from the TRNP than corresponding portions of Wi-1R. For
WM2, approximately 8 miles are 0.75 to 1 mile further away and approximately 6.5 miles are from
1 to 1.5 miles further away than equivalent portions of W1-1R. However, WM1 and WM2 are an
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equivalent distance closer to views from Belfield; with portions of WM2 coming within 1 mile of
the western edge of Belfield.

The visual impacts to viewpoints within the TRNP would be minimized for WM2 and
reduced for WM1 when compared to W1-1R. WM1{ would be preferable to WM2 with regard to
minimizing significant visual impacts to residences (including Belfield). The difference in visual
impacts between WM1 and WM2 is less for views from the TRNP than for views from residences.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R would have high visual Impacts on views from 18 of 35
residences within 1 mile of the route. High-to-moderate impacts would occur for 6.9 miles along
E4-1R at the 1-94 crossing and where the route is In the foreground of State Highway 200. Al
TRNP viewpoints are at least 12 miles from E4-1R and would not be affected.

4. Summary

The eastern route (E4-1R) is visually preferable to the western routes (W1-1R, WM1, and
WM2). Route E4-1R minimizes visual impacts to residences, communities, and highway views,
and avoids visual impacts to TRNP.

D. Cultural Resources

1. Affected Environment

There are no known cultural resources in the study area listed in or determined eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Sites representing most prehistoric periods
have been recorded in the study area. These sites include cultural material scatters and
quarries. Historic sites recorded in the study area include homestead/farmsteads, granaries,
houses, dumps, and mines.

No Native American resources of contemporary or historical significance were identified
in the study area.

2. Issues and Impacts

Construction and operation of the proposed project could result in impacts affecting
cultural resources physically and/or visually, directly and/or indirectly, and could affect criteria
that makes a resource eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Direct impacts are primarily limited to
the location of structure footings, guy wire anchors, access trails/roads, and areas of heavy
equipment movement along the right-of-way. Direct impacts could also include visual impacts,
especially to historic sites. Indirect impacts could result from increased access to previously
isolated sites, heightening the potential for vandalism.

3. Route Comparisons .

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. Based on the sensitivity criteria established for the
original environmental assessment, expected impacts to cultural resources from routes WM1
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and WM2 would not be significantly different from those evaluated for W1-1R. Both WM1 and
WM2 include slightly higher percentages of medium sensitivity than W1-1R. This is due to an
increase in miles of uncultivated Little Missouri National Grasslands that are within 0.31 mile of
intermittent water sources. None of the western routes cross high sensitivity areas, or resources

. listed in or determined eligible for the NRHP.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R crosses approximately 1.25 miles of high sensitivity areas
and does not encounter resources listed in or determined to be eligible for the NRHP. However,
actual impacts cannot be determined until results of the cultural resources survey is completed.
After completion of the survey, all identified sites will be evaluated. If necessary, avoidance
through rerouting on structure placement will be evaluated at that time.

E. Geology and Hydroloay

1. Affected Environment

The study area is located in the unglaciated Missouri Plateau Section of the Great Plains
Physiographic Province and is characterized by low relief and gentle slopes interrupted by hills,
buttes, and ridges. The near-suiface strata are relatively flat-lying. The dominant lithologic unit
is the Sentinel Butte Formation consisting of thin lignite, interbedded gray siltstone, silty
claystone, mudstone, and gray-to-yellowish-gray, fine-to-medium channel sand. Significant
mineral resources and economically valuable materials occurring within the study area include
oil and gas, lignite, uranium, and scoria.

A north-south drainage divide is located in the western portion of the study area.
Drainages located west of the divide flow into the Little Missouri River, while drainages that flow
in an easterly direction drain into the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers. These are low-gradient
intermittent streams that normally flow in direct response to snowmelt or precipitation. Ground
water supplies for domestic and livestock use are generally found in the upper Hell Creek-lower
Ludlow aquifer system, aquifers in the upper part of the Ludlow, Tongue River, and Sentinel
Butte Formations, and alluvial deposits.

There are no extensive floodplains in the study area. Wetlands are limited and have
been significantly impacted by agriculture.

2. Issues and impacts

The principal geologic and hydrologic environmental impacts and construction
constraints assessed for the proposed project were: 1) soil erosion on steep slopes, 2)
construction of structure foundations in unconsolidated deposits (alluvium and colluvium), areas
with high water tables, and areas subject to periodic flooding, and 3) small scale subsidence
from burning lignite beds resulting in collapse of overburden.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes Wi1-1R, WM1, and WM2. Impacts affecting geologic and hydrologic
resources along WM1 and WM2 would not significantly vary from W1-1R. The common portion
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of the western routes impacts a scoria pit. WM2 crosses an abandoned mining operation and a
small scoria pit. Slight realignment of the centerline and Judicious placement of structures would
reduce impacts associated with these operations.

b. Route E4-1R. A Portion of E4-1R crosses approximately 10.6 miles of the Little Knife
Oil Field in the northeast corner of the study area. Discussions with oil company representatives

indicate that construction of the line along this route would not significantly affect oil field
operations. No other mineral resources are significantly affected by this route. ‘

F. Paleontology

1. Affected Environment
The study area contains fossiliferous and potentially fossiliferous strata of the Paleocene

and Eocene Epochs. Within the project area a total of nine localities containing fossils have
been identified in the Sentinel Butte and Golden Valley Formations.

2. Issues and Impacts

Although fossiliferous strata occur within the study area, the potential for disturbing
significant paleontologlcal resources is low.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. WM1 and WM2 do not significantly vary from W1-
1R. No previously recorded sites are crossed.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R does not cross any previously recorded paleontological
sites.

1. Affected Environment

The 126 mapped soil units In the study area have been compiled Into eight general map
units based upon such factors as slope, Iandscape position, and erodibility. Prime farmland is

'very limited in the study area.

2. Issues and Impacts

The eight soil map units in the study area exhibit some potential water and wind erosion,

compaction, reclamation sensitivity, and engineering problems. Generally, where routes cross -

steep slopes on buttes and escarpments, and alluviated valley bottomlands, Impacts become
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more significant. Mitigative construction practices (e.g., larger or deeper foundations) and
spanning or avoidance of bottomlands and escarpments effectively reduces all soil resources
impacts to moderate or low.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. Impacts associated with WM1 and WM2 vary only
slightly from W1-1R. The percentage of moderate impacts slightly increases where WM1 and
WM2 cross alluvial soils of the Heart River and Norwegian Creek. Impacts would be avoided by
spanning and structure placement.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R crosses approximately 10.1 miles of erosive soails.
Moderate residual impacts occur where the route crosses steep slopes, valley bottoms, or
alluviated areas.

H. Vegetation/Floodplains and Wetlands

1. Affected Environment

Vegetation in the area is dominated by prairie grassland, except on slopes and along
drainages. Much of the natural vegetation on the rolling uplands has been replaced by non-
irrigated cultivation of small grains and fodder crops. Limited hardwood forest stands occur in
upper drainages and draws and limited wetland communities exist along larger stream channels,
in poorly drained depressions, and adjacent to stock ponds and reservoirs. There are no
permanent lakes or large areas of wetlands in the study area. Because the streams in the study
area are near their headwaters, all of them are listed as intermittent and have narrow floodplains.
No plant species currently on the Federal or state threatened or endangered species lists have
been identified within the study area.

2. Issues and lrhgacts

High impact levels to vegetation were not encountered in the study area owing to the
lack of large, critically sensitive areas of vegetation. No unique, threatened, or endangered plant
species has been Identified. The wetlands associated with reservoirs, marshes, and streams are
small and will be easily avoided by careful routing. Other areas that could support wetlands
vegetation, such as small potholes-and surface depressions, are not present In the study area.
No structures will be placed in floodplains or areas where frequent flooding could occur.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes W1-1R, WM1, and WM2. WM1 and WM2 vary only slightly from W1-1R. WM1
and WM2 cross wetlands at the Heart River, but impacts to this vegetation type would be
reduced to low by spanning and structure placement.

- b. Routes E4-1R. This route crosses a total of 1.7 miles of hardwood draws and 0.7 mile
of riparian vegetation. Spanning of these areas will reduce residual impacts to low.
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.. Wildlife

1. Affected Environment

Cropland, grassland, wetland, aquatic, and hardwood are the five wildlife habitat types
occurring within the study area. Big game species include mule deer, white-talled deer, and
pronghorn antelope. Common upland game birds include pheasant, partridge, grouse, and wild
turkey. Waterfowl include geese and ducks. Four species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service may occur in the study area. The peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and
whooping crane are potential migrants through the area. The black-footed ferret is a potential
resident of prairie dog towns. State species of concern which likely are present are long-billed
curlew, Baird’s sparrow, and Sprague’s pipit.

2. Issues and Impacts

Shori-term impacts to wildlife would occur during the construction phase. They inclqde
disturbance of animals by noise and the presence of humans as well as temporal'ry loss of habltat
owing to construction activities. The removal of grassland and cropland wildlife habitat for
structure sites would not result in significant long-term biological impacts. All hardwood and
wetland habitats would be avoided or spanned. No impacts to threatened, endangere_d, or
special-status species have been identified, this finding is supporied by the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe
Service, as stated in letter No. 30, comment C, of Table II-3. A biological assessment, Appfand!x
A, brovides additional information on the presence of federal and state endangered species in

the study area.

3. Route Comparisons

a. Routes Wi-1R. WM1, and WM2. Impacts associated with WM1 and WM2 would vary
slightly from W1-1R. Potential impacts occur along WM2 where prairie dog towns and/or raptor
nesting areas have been observed. Significant impacts would be avoided through spanning,
avoidance, and/or construction timing.

b. Route E4-1R. Route E4-1R crosses some hardwood and wetland habitats.
Significant impacts would be avoided through spanning. The route does not cross any known
raptor nesting areas or prairie dog towns and would not impact any threatened or endangered
species or species of concern.

J. Conclusions

A. Environmentally Preferred Route

Buring preparation of the DEIS, it was found that the natural (i.e., geology, soils,
vegetation, and wildlife) and cultural (i.e., prehistoric, historic, and Native American) resources in
the study area did not vary greatly between corridors and were not highly sensitive to the
presence of a transmission line. Because land use (agricultural) and visual resources exhibited
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significant variation and/or were more sensitive to construction of the proposed line, these
resources were determined to be the most critical in the study area and provided the best basis
for identifying the environmentally preferred route. Of these, visual resources were found to
have a somewhat higher sensitivity to transmission line construction (levels of Impact for visual

~ranged from moderate to high versus impact levels from low to moderate for land use) and

exhibited more variation across the study area than did land use.

As was the case for the unsurveyed eastern and western routes compared in the DEIS,
the surveyed routes (and local modifications) compared herein were found to be closely ranked
environmentally. Of the western routes, WM1 was judged to be preferable because it crossed
the fewest miles of non-irrigated cropland and provided the best balance of impacts to views
from residences, TRNP, and Belfield. The western route offers somewhat fewer land use-related
impacts than the eastern route (11.6 miles of non-irrigated cropland crossed along WM1 versus
19.1 miles along E4-1R). The eastern route is preferable from a visual resources standpoint
(e.g., E4-1R is not visible from TRNP and has 17 residences with open views within one mile
versus 35 residences along WM1). Because the visual preference for E4-1R was greater than the
land use preference for WM1, and because visual impacts ranged into the high category while
land use impacts did not, route E4-1R was found environmentally preferable to the other
alternatives compared herein.

B. Adency-Preferred Route

In selecting the agency-preferred route for the DEIS, it was recognized that the final two
routes considered (W1-1 and E4-1) had very similar environmental rankings and that other
factors such as miles of transmission line construction, available access, potential construction
problems, and project costs needed to be considered. Route W1-1 was selected as the agency-
preferred route because it was shorter in length (by approximately 4 miles), had better access,
and presented fewer construction constraints than E4-1. These same factors were considered in
re-evaluating the agency-preferred route herein. In addition, comments received on the DEIS
were also considered in the decision-making process.

As a result of the on-the-ground surveys performed along both the western and eastern
routes, it was found that the difference in distance between them had been reduced from 4 to 2.7
miles. The survey work, as well as additional evaluation on the ground and through overilights,
also indicated that access to the eastern route was not as limited as originally perceived and that
construction constraints were of the same order of magnitude as those along the western route.
Through public comment, it was determined that visibility of the line from residences, local urban
areas, and TRNP was of significant importance. In particular, a large number of the comments
expressed concern for the visibility of the proposed line from TRNP (see Tables II-1, 1I-2, and 1I-3
in Chapter II).

In consideration of the above factors, it was determined that the agency-preferred route
would be changed from W1-1, as specified in the DEIS, to E4-1R (the previously identified
environmentally preferred route).

1-13




1-14

Il. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A. Introduction

This chapter describes the public review process for the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission Line Project. Public comments
were solicited from agencies, organizations, and Individuals, and were received in the form of
letters and statements at public hearings. Tables lI-1 and II-2 provide an index to comments and
responses.

B. Public Review Process

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a Notice of Availability of the
DEIS on June 8, 1988. Western distributed press releases to all news media in its marketing area
in North Dakota and published a notice of the filing, and dates and locations of public hearings in
local newspapers in the project area during the week preceeding the public hearings. Letters
announcing the availability of the DEIS and public hearings schedule were mailed to affected
landowners and others in the project study area. The public comment period ended on August
8, 1988.

Copies of the DEIS were sent to approximately 100 Federal, state, and local government
agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals for review and comment. In response, a
total of 61 letters were received by Western, and are listed in Table lI-1 of this document.

Western reviewed and carefully considered all comments, and responded to those
substantive comments that presented new data, questioned findings and analyses, or raised
questions or issues relevant to the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and
alternatives, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act and related regulations.

As a result of comments received on the DEIS, an additional two sets of public meetings
were held to discuss comments and to inform the local public and solicit comments on the
results of supplementary route studies and the selection of the revised agency-preferred route.
Meetings were held in Belfield, North Dakota on August 22 and November 29, 1988 and in
Grassy Butte, North Dakota on August 23 and November 30, 1988.

-1
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Table II-1
SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
(Letters are listed in the order received)
ISSUE/CONCERN RESPONSE

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Billings Area Office

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Aberdeen Area Office

U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development
Denver Regional Office,
Region VIl

Department of Health and
Human Services,

Office of the Regional Director,
Region VIl

National Parks and Conservation
Association

North Dakota State Water
Commission

The Billings Area Office of the Bureau of Indian Affiairs
had no comments on the project.

The Aberdeen Area Office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs

advised that the project did not involve any Indian trust
lands.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development
advised that the DEIS was adequate for purposes of
housing and community development.

The Department of Health and Human Services advised
they had no comment conceming affects on their
regional programs.

NPCA is concemed with the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) on views from Theodore

Roosevelt National Park (TRNP) and encourage route E4-
1.

The SWC has provided general specifications to be
used in waterway crossings to minimize project impacts.

Reproduced and responded to in table
1I-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
II-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
II-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
I-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
11-3.
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LETTER NO.

10

1"

12

13

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

U.S. Department of
Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration

Dan Koeck

Dacotah Chapter Sierra Club

Theodore Roosevelt Nature and
History Association

Earle Campbell

Phyllis M. Pearl-Lak

Lili Stewart-Wheeler

Table II-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

The proposed transmission line will have no adverse
effect on any Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
facilities.

Visual impact of route W1-1 on views from TRNP.

The concems of the Siera Club center on the visual
and potential economic impacts of route W1-R1 on
TRNP.

The Theodore Roosevelt Nature and History
Association’s comments center on concems for the
visual impact of route W1-R1 on TRNP, and potential
cumulative impacts from future transmission lines.

Concems are expressed for the visual impact of the
proposed route (W1-R1) on views from TRNP.

This letter is in support of the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

This letter is in opposition to the agency preferred route
(W1-R1).

RESPONSE

Reproduced and
3.

Please refer to
comparisons and

Reproduced and
11-3.

Reproduced and
11-3.

Please refer to

comparnsons and

Please refer to
comparisons and

Please refer to
comparisons and
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LETTER NO,

14

15

16

17

16

19

20

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

FROM
West Plains Electric Cooperative,

Inc.

Jay V. Brovold

Jack Stewart

Janice Tower

Linda Gerry

Mark Rodney

Margaret Krogh

Table lI-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

West Plains Electric’'s comments are in support of the
proposed route (W1-R1), emphasizing the importance of
economic savings.

Concems are expressed for the visual impacts of
agency preferred route (W1-R1) on views from TRNP,
and potential impacts on tourism and the North Dakota
economy.

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1).

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1).

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1).

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1).

Opposed to relocating the Charlie Creek to Belfield
transmission line to the east of Highway 85.

RESPONSE

Reproduced and
11-3.

Please refer to

responded to in table

chapter | for route
modified decision.

responded to in table

responded to in table

chapter | for route
modified decision.

chapter | for route
modified decision.

chapter | for route
modified decision.

responded to in table

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to

chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.
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LETTER NO.

21

23

24

25

27

2N

LETTER NO.

28

29

30

ptrg

(9]

32

Table liI-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Medora Ranger
District

Department of the Army

Corps of Engineers,

Omaha District

Robert W. Seabloom

Paul M. Bultsma

Patti Holm

Charles J. Peterson

Jon F. Kroke

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

FROM

U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Region VIii

U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Project
Review

tate of North Dakota

Office of the Govemor

Bruce M. Kaye

Julie Powell

ISSUE/CONCERN

Concems raised by the Forest Service include:

®

*®

*®

adequate assessment of all resource concems
weight given to visual impacts

support for the selection of the refined agency
preferred route (W1-R1)

consideration for all reasonable altematives

Completed project plans should be provided to COE for
review of permit requirements.

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1-R1).

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1-R1).

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1-R1).

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1-R1).

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1-R1).

RESPONSE

Reproduced and responded to in table
II-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
I-3.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Table II-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

The SCS provides comments conceming revegetation,
and future flood control projects.

The EPA review has resulted in a lack of objections
rating category. More detail is requested regarding
impacts to wetlands in the final EIS.

The range of concems addressed by the Department of
Interior include impacts to TRNP views and related
economic impacts to tourism in North Dakota, potential
raptor conflicts and proximity to mining activity
associated with the agency proposed route (W1-R1).
DOl recommends the environmentally preferred route,
(E4-1), be selected.

Concems focus on the visual impacts of the proposed
route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP and associated
impacts to North Dakota tourism.

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1) due to visual
impacts to TRNP.

Concems expressed regarding the visuai impacts of the
proposed route (Wi-R1) to views from TRNP.

RESPONSE

Reproduced and responded to in table

il-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table

II-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table

II-3.

Reproduced and responded fo in table

iI-3.

.

Please refer to chapter | for final

comparison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for final route

comparison and modified decision.
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LETTER NO.

34

35

36

37

38

39

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Don Burda -

Brian Dudley

Thelma and Jack Vantine

Medora Chamber of Commerce

Peaceful Valley Trailrdes, Inc.

Wally Owen

James Kasper

Sy Somanysky

Table II-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP.

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP.

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP.

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP.

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP.

Supports proposed route (W1-R1).

Supports proposed route (W1-R1).

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

Reproduced and responded to in table
11-3.

Reproduced and responded to in table
1-3.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

LETTER NO.

41

42

47

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

William Klym

Bill Zarak

Keith W. Welsh

Arlene Wilhelm

North Dakota Game & Fish
Department

Laudie Jilek

Michael Obach

Table lI-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Supports proposed route (W1-R1).

Supports proposed route (W1-R1).

Concems are expressed for the visual impact of the
proposed route (W1-R1) on views from TRNP.

Concems expressed for the visual impact of the
proposed route (W1-R1) on views from TRNP and
possible negative affects on tounism.

The NDGFD review finds that the DEIS is generally
adequate in addressing wildlife needs. Remaining
generic concems require confirmation from Westem.

Opposes construction of the line across his property.

Favors the proposed route (W1-R1) with local
modifications to the southem portion to minimize visual
impacts to the TRNP. Suggests use of H-frame
structures to minimize visibility.

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparnison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Reproduced and responded- to in table
3.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

LETTER NO. FROM

48 Virginia Wock

49 Wallace Wock

50 Casmer Duletski

51 g Theresa Frank

52 Carol Frank

53 Rep. Byron L. Dorgan

54 George Andreas
LETTER NO. FROM
55 John A. Heiser
56 John V. & Mary Smith
57 Kirt A. Sabrosky
58 Gary P. & Jan A. Houghton
59 Marion Hurnnenko

Table -1 {Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Favors proposed route (W1-R1) with local modifications
to the southem portion to minimize impact to views from
TRNP. Opposes construction in the environmentally
preferred route (E4-1).

Favors proposed route (W1-R1) with local modifications
to the southemn portion to minimize impact to views from
TRNP. Opposes construction in the environmentally
preferred route (E4-1).

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1).

Supports the proposed route (W1-R1).

Supports proposed route (W1-R1). Opposes
construction in the environmentally preferred route (E4-1).

Concems expressed regarding the visual impacts of the
proposed route (W1-R1) to views from TRNP. Remaining
visual impacts after local modifications are made to the
proposed route are still unacceptable.  Favors the
environmentally preferred route (E4-1).

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1) due to Vvisual
impacts to TRNP. Favors the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

RESPONSE
Please refer to chapter | for route

compansons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Reproduced and responded to in table
1I-3.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Table II-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1) due to visual
impacts to TRNP. Favors the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

Opposed to construction of the route on their property.

Supports proposed route (W1-R1). Expresses concems
for increases in power costs and that oil development in
the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if
construction took place in the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

Supports proposed route (W1-R1). Expresses concems
for increases in power costs and that oil development in
the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if
construction took place in the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

Supports proposed route (W1-R1). Expresses concems
for increases in power costs and that oil development in
the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if
construction took place in the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Reproduced and responded to in table
1I-3.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision and
to responses to comments A & B of
letter 57.

Please refer to chapter | for final route
comparison and modified decision and

" to responses to comments A & B of

letter 57.
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LETTER NO.

60

61

SPEAKER NO.

Grassy Butte, North Dakota
July 26, 1988

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Anne & Steven C. Lian

Sen. Quentin N. Burdick

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

NAME

Tracy Potter
North Dakota
Tourism Dept.

Myron Freeman
Theodore Roosevelt Nature and
History Association

Marion Hurinenko

Manning, North Dakota

Robert Powell
Chief Ranger, TRNP

Table lI-1 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Opposed to proposed route (W1-R1) -due to visual
impacts to TRNP. Favors the environmentally preferred
route (E4-1).

Expresses the views of concemed citizens, the North
Dakota Tourism Office, and the State Highway
Department that the proposed route (W1-R1) wil have
long-term negative impacts on TRNP.

Table 1I-2

ISSUE/CONCERN

.Represents division of ND State Govemment charged
with enhancing the tourism industry. States concems
for the potential economic impact to the tourist industry
by locating the proposed line in view of TRNP. With the
support of both Senator Conrad and Congressman
Dorgan, states that the position of tourism is to select
the eastemn route (ER-1).

Concemed about visual impacts on views from Painted
Canyon, Buck Hill and Takington horseback trail in
TRNP. Opposed to the proposed route (W1-R1).

Landowner who supports the proposed route (W1-R1).
Lives in the eastem corridor (E4-1), and objects to visual
impacts of a transmission line within .5 mile of
residence.

The proposed route (W1-R1) presents unacceptable
visual impacts to visitors at TRNP. There is no attempt
in the DEIS to analyze impacts on ND tourism industry
due to the visual intrusion of the line into vistas adjacent
to TRNP. The DEIS does not accurately or adequately
analyze vista impacts to visitors to TRNP, and chooses
a preferred route based on economic considerations.
Modifications to the westem route (W1-R1/M) are also
not acceptable.
identified viewpoints in TRNP is not acceptable to the
National Park Service.

Any line that is visible from the 3-

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Reproduced and responded to in table
1I-3.

RESPONSE

Please refer to responses to comment
L of letter no. 21.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparnisons and modified decision.

Please refer to responses to comments
D-L of letter no. 21, and refer to
chapter | for the route comparisons
and modified decision.



SPEAKER NC.

pi-i

Skl

10

SPEAKER NO.

1

Belfield, North Dakota
July 27, 1988

12

13

14

15

Ed Sahistrom

National Parks and Conservation

Association

Marjo Hurinenko

Manning, North Dakota

Hattie Tedrow

Kirt Sabrosky
Killdeer, North Dakota

Wayne Retzlaff

McKenzie Rural Electric

Cooperative

Kirt Sabrosky
Killdeer, North Dakota

NAME

Elmer Glovatsky

Grassy Butte, North Dakota

Leonard Marx

Mike Obach
Belfield, North Dakota

Garry Redmann

North Dakota State Highway

Department

Tracy Potter
North Dakota State Tourism
Office

Table [[-2 (Continued)

SUMNMARY OF CRAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ISSUE/CONCERN

The visual scene is the first priority within the TRNP and
should be protecied whenever possible. Preference is
for the environmentally preferred route (E4-1), in order to
avoid visual impacts to TRNP. Suggest utilizing steel H-
frame structures as opposed to steel-lattice structures to
reduce damage to the landscape.

Landowner opposed to the eastem route (E4-1). Feels
that the year-round impacts to people in the cattle
industry is more important than impacts to toursts
associated with views from TRNP.

Landowner opposed to eastem route (E4-1). Feels that
the line will destroy the land and scenery where she

lives.

Requested clarification from the National Park Service

regarding modifications to western route.

The proposed project is very important to members of

McKenzie Electric. There is a recognized visual impact,

no matter where the line is located. The project should

be built in a cost-effective manner.

Landowner who supports the proposed route (W1-R1).

RESPONSE

Please refer to responses to comments
F-L of letiter no. 21, and refer to
chapter | for the route comparisons
and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Table 1I-2 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ISSUE/CONCERN

Landowner who currently has power lines crossing his
land, and is opposed to another route (E4-1).

Landowner who is concemed about impacts to
agricultural lands. Questioned why the "longer" route
was considered environmentally preferable (E4-1).

Points out that there are several existing visual impacts
to TRNP from man-made structures. Also questions why
the visual impacts have to be on private property.

Speaking on behalf of the Highway Commissioner,
Walter Hjelle, the State Highway Department is in
opposition to the westem route (W1-R1) due to the
existing visual impacts that have already occurred to
TRNP. The Highway Department supports the eastem
corridor (E4-1).

Pointed out that there are more landowners who will be
visually effected by the westem corndor. He quoted
Congressman Dorgan and Senator Conrad’s opposition
to the proposed route (W1-R1). The major reason
people visit TRNP is to experience the scenery. Visible
towers "will place a boundary on the boundless"
(views). He reiterated the concem for potential
economic impacts to tourism, and support for the
eastern route (E4-1).

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route

compansons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to responses to comment
F-L of letter no. 21 and comment |, L,
and AA of letter no. 30.
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SPEAKER NO.

16

17

18

19

20

21

SPEAKER NO.

22

23

24

25

Table 1I-2 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

NAME

Carol Frank
Route One, Dickinson

Andy Kuylen
South Heart

Virginia Wock

Ed Sahlstrom
TRNP

Ray Jilek

West Plains Electric Cooperative

Rod Tjaden
Mayor of Medora

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

NAME

Merv Wike

Wally Owen
Medora

David Kuehn
Belfield

Lowell Blikre
Belfield

ISSUE/CONCERN

Landowner who objects to eastem corridor (E4-1), and
argues that tourists only stop for a short time, while
landowners must look at them 365 days a year, and
farm around them for the next 50 years. “The impact
on farming and local people is just as important as the
tourism industry, except that we have to live with them;
the tourists go on their way without a backward glance."

Landowner who farms around 8 existing transmission
towers describes problems with cultivation and weed
control. Towers in pasture land are not a problem.
Opposes the eastern corridor.

Landowner who opposes the eastem corridor (E4-1),
and argues that tourists will not be aware of the
proposed route (W1-R1) from TRNP viewpoints, nor
would its presence diminish tourism in North Dakota.

Representing the TRNP, the completeness of the studies
and final route decisions were questioned.

Membership goals include the lowest cost power with
good service. West Plains supports the proposed route
(W1-R1) as the most cost-effective routing solution for
the project.

Concemed about the visual intrusion of the proposed
route on TRNP and the potential economic impact on
Medora.

Table 1I-2 (Continued)

ISSUE/CONCERN

Questions the need and economic benefit of the
proposed project.

Described the importance of the park as a resource to
North Dakota, and its growing recognition in the United
States.

Supports the environmentally preferred route (E4-1) due
to the importance of TRNP.

Concemed for visual impacts to TRNP as a significant
issue to North Dakota and the United States. Favors
the eastemn route (E4-1).

RESPONSE

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.
Please refer to chapter | for route

comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

RESPONSE

Please refer to the Executive Summary,
Purpose and Need section.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.

Please refer to chapter | for route
comparisons and modified decision.
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JABLE 11-3. COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 1

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

BILLINGS AREA OFFICE
318 NoaTw 26T BT

lh' oA T BILLINGS. MONTANMNA 99101 J’\.)“ 2 3- \Saa '

Division of Programs

Branch g:d :a;g: Resources JUN 2 1 1988

S

. ee

Area Manager B
Western Area Power Administration Loy
Attention: B2000 R
P.O. Box 35800 .
Billings, Montana 59107-5800 -

Jim Davies ;z Ebr

ol
4023

Dear Mr. Davies:

We have reviewed the Draft Envir tal I t Stat t

L 4

(DEIS) for the proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield

Transmission Line Project and we have no comments.

A I:Thank you for your review and comment.
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TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 2

United States Department of the Interiqi ﬂW

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
ANYRDEEN AREA OFFICE "
113 FOURTA AVERUE S.E 27788
ABERDEEN, SOUTH DAKOTA 387et
» mny wm T T
Agriculture Management -
.. R
JUN 23 7‘3\:;1’ - -
Jemes Davis. Area Manager bacod 2ot telr -
Western Area Power Administration Arico. ?ﬁ! [255)
Attention: B2000., P.O. Box 33800 21084

8i1llings. Montana 3$9107-3800 —

Dear Mr. Davis: -

We checked with our Agency Raalty Offlcer at rort Berthold Agency.
New Town., North Dakota. to determine If the Charile Creek-Belfleld
343 Kilovolt (KV) Transmission Line crossed any trust lends. Upon
being Informed that the line dees mot Ianvolve any Indlan trust

land, we are providing a negative response regarding the Dralt

Environment Impact Statement.

Sincerely.

Assistant Area Directer
Iadian Programs

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 3

ety US. Oepar ol Housing and Urbsn Dyvek

H .ﬁ.i Denver Regional Ofice. Regar VI ~IF (1BY 1
3 y Executve Tower
o 1405 Curts Street

Denver. Colorado sozoz;z:us;un 2 9'88

Ll
June 24, 1988 -nm.Q-; .
—l...-. i

~a

Mr. James D. Davies, Area Manager b =
Bil11ings Area Office -2 H
Western Area Power Administration 8’260( E’E._! ?__‘I
P.0. Box 35800 : PR o
B1111ngs, Montana 59107-5800 AL ABL O

K2xr i

. Dear Mr. Davies:

—— e
? H

B This is in response to your letter of June 8, 1988, requl’!'!ﬂrg_‘h'
comuents on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Charlie
Creek-Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota.

Your DEIS has been reviewed with consideration for the areas of
responsib{11ty assigned to the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). This review considered the project's fmpacts on
housing and community development. Within these parameters, we find this
DEIS adequate for our purposes.

If you may be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Howard
Kutzer, Regfonal Environmental Officer, at FTS 564-3102.

Very sincerely yours,

Loler  FeZesrl 4

Director
Office of Community
Planning and Development

A [Thank you for your review and comment.

A [Thank you for your review and comment.
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TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 4
/*.\
r DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES . K1
N Region YUl
Ez-hl Offike Bullding
1981 Stout Streat
Damac €O gz

£l

—e -~

L . aaerad

egnef .

July 6, 1988

Ares Manager

Western Area Power Administration
Attention: B2000

P.0. Box 35800

Billings, MT. 59107-5800

Dear 8ir:

Office have
Th arious Operating Divisions of the Regional
ro\.ri:wod the Draft Environmental Impact Statesent fqr the i
A proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield 345-kilovolt Transmission ne
Project in western North Dakota.

o specific comments concerning any affects on our
"r':l‘i.:;:lnpro:ru-. Thank you for the opportunity to review the

Statement.
Elw Boltrof/@é

Sl

Regional .Special Programs Coordinator

TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 5 e e copy

Ju14'88

July 8, 1988 - -

James D. Davies

Area Manager

Vestern Area Powver Administration
P.2. Box 35800

Billings, MT 59107-5800

Dear Mr. Davies:

A [The Natlonal Parks and Conservation Assoclation (NPCA) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Lcharlie Creek - Belfield transmission line project.

[NPCA understands the neceasity for a transmission line to provide continued

B | adequate service to area residents, but we are concerned vith the visual
impacts of such a lengthy overhead powerline. Theodore Roosevelt National Park
(TRNP) lies only one mile outside the southwestern corner of the study area.

As the DEIS states, "Maintenance of the visual scene is a first priority wvithin
Lthe Park,” and should be protected whenever posaible.

['The proposed area for construction is situated in "the colorful North Dakota
(o] badlands [that] comprise the primary acenic attraction of the park.* All
consideration should be given to protect thia valuable resource. Of the four
proposed routes, W1-1, W2-1, W3-4, and E4-1, we atrongly encourage the
selection of the environmentally preferred alternative, E4-1. We understand
that Vestern Area Pover would be interested in choosing the most cost effective
means possible, but ve maintain that the environment must not be sacrificed to
save a fav dollars. The environmental impact atatement ideantifies key
observation points (KOP‘s) within the study area of which a large portion are
vithin TRNP. Only corridor E4-1 1is not visible from Painted Canyon Overlook,
Buck Hill, and the horseback riding trails. This alternative is also only in
the foreground of I-94 for 0.5 mile while the agency preferred and refined
agency preferred corridors are both visible from all KOP's within and
Lapproaching the park.] For the area that is observable approaching the park, ve
D agree with Western Area Power’s decision to use non-specular conductors to
minimize the intrusion.

To minimize the impact of the structures on the land, wve suggest that Western
E Area Power utilize steel H-frame structures as opposed to steel-lattice
structures. This would result in less land being jeopardized to build the
transmission line.l We also encourage the use of all mitigation measures to

[reduce any damage to the landscape. Although the area is outside the national
F park wve do support actions that would limit damago to any natural and cultural
[resources.

National Parks and Conservation Association
1015 Thirty-First Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20007
Telenhone (202) 94.4.8510

A [Thank you for your review and comment.

A [Commen( noted.

The sensitivity of views from TRNP are addressed in the DEIS, and potential
impacts were |dentified.

C | As indicated in chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified version of
E4-1. The eastem route will avold visual impacts to views from TRNP.

D [Comment noted. Nonspecular conductors would be used for the entire route.

Westem is evaluating steel H-frame structures as an altemative to steel-lattice
E | structures, as discussed In chapters | and Il of the DEIS (see DEIS pages I-1
and [I-7).

F The mitigation program identified in the DEIS is intended to minimize environmental
impacts to all human, natural and cultural resources.




TABLE -||-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 5

erall, we are pleased with Western Area Power’'s attempt to cover all possible

G | areas of impact and willingness to consider every option. While the need for a

new transmission line is inevitable we do encourage the continued use of energy
conservation alternatives to prevent any expansion in the future.

Thank you for considering NPCA’s comments on this project.

Sincere];! - /., ]
//I ;‘é)-’;:f(/'{'z{' -/-Jﬁ:%

T. Destry Jarvis /
Vice President '

G [Comment noted.

o
H
t
TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES
LETTER 6
GOVERNOR GEORGE A. SINNER
CHAIRMAN July 13, 1988
VERNON FANY
SECRETARY 3 STATE ENGINEER
James D. Davies, Area Manager
Department of Energy
Billings Area Office
P.0. Box 35800
Billings, MT 59107-5800
RE: SKC Project #1373
DEIS Charlie Creek - Belfield
Dear Mr. Davies:
Our review of the DEIS for Western Area Power Administration's proposed 345-kV
Transmission Line project in western North Dakota (DOE/EIS-0134-D) has been
— completed. We foresee no problems with the proposed construction from the
,{, information provided, with the requirement that the following general specifica-
($,] tions shall be used in the waterway crossings to minimize the project -impacts.

1. In transversing the river valley with the power line, care must be
taken to avoid disturbing the banks of the waterway. If the banks are
disturbed, they shall be restored to their original condition by
compacting soil and establishing protection. Bank protection for
channel side slopes 6:1 and flatter is provided by establishing a
vegetative cover. For channel side slopes between 3:1 and 5:1, the
bank should be seeded and covered with a woven matting material or an
acceptable substitute. Permanent slope protection, such as rock
riprap, should be provided on slopes steeper than 3:1.

2. There shall be no structures placed within the waterway or within 50
feet of the stream bank. Structures shall include among other things,
- fence posts, utility poles, and support wire.

(It should be noted that this letter is concerned with the crossings involving
waterways, and that this project may have various impacts in other areas., and
that continued cooperation with the various agenices involved in the review will
oinimize then.

| Should you have any questions. please feel free to contact this office.

Sincerely, yours,

A LT
Jérfréy Mattern
Water Resource Engineer

JM:dm

A EWestem will comply with the general specification contained in the comment.

B [Comment noted.

SO0 East Boulevard-Bismorck North Dakota-58505 O187/224-2750
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TABLE -3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES
LETTER 7

1 .
(A “ii18L FILE 669 1
US Deparimerd

b Groet Laker nc't:: igom 2300 Esst Oovon Avenue .
anon 115nois, Inds ena. Mhe! . Ows Plsines, 111mo.s ROD1
recuret Auioon Moo, e Dane Miges |
Administration Wiscorsin .
s |
CZ N
e
JuL 141988 i .

ST At
LA EGY T
ém yauy B w4 )
HANL -;}::n 2.

Mr. James D. Davies Badoy
Area Manager, 8111ings Area Office
Department of Energy ]
2525 4th Avenue North, P.0. Box 35800 —
81111ngs. Montana 59107-5800

“L.

i
-

Dear Mr. Davies:

Thank you for the opportunity to review your Draft Environmental Impact
A | Statement for the Western Area Power Administration‘s proposed Charlie

Creek-8elfield 345-kilovolt Transmission Line Project. Our review has

been completed and it has been determined that the proposed transmission

line will have no adverse effect on any Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) facilities.

Sincerely,

v

el

ional Administrator, Great Lakes Region

A [Comment noted.

XAl

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 9

L TiE 2l
DACOTAH CHAPTER w2288 |
SIERRA GCLUB

TR i

[ty
By
TT a—
s -
[
IO P ok ot
e
July 19, 1988 n] ety 7/ 457
Mr. James W. Davies, Area Manager EI,‘_),){ ’l/
Western Area Power Administration i | )
Billings Area Office / s
2525 4th Ave. N. t

0 Box 35800
Billings, MT 59187

Dear Mr. Davies,

Enclosed are some comments on the DEIS for the WAPA proposed

Charlie Creek—Belfield Transmission Line Project in western
North Dakota.

These comments are from the Dacotah Chapter of the Sierra Club.

The chapter includes several groups in North Dakota, and you
may be getting comments from the individual groups as well.

Sincerely, \ '

Dr. Dexter Perkins

Perkins 1112 Cottonwood St Grand Forka ND 58201
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B Throughout the DEIS it

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 9

Cowments on Draft Envi
ronaental Impact S
Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission ::::m.“t
DOE/E1S-@134-Dp

by

Dr. Dexter Perkins
for

The Dacotah Chapter of the Sierra Club

The Charlie Creek
Belfield Trans i
A reviewed by the Executive Comnltt.o-o:“on

the Sierra Club

- It

deficient because it fall:’ o dear auaion that
consider to be the

impact of the transmi

to deal ade uat
most important N thie mith

is clear that
Placed on the economics of the project. t::t
i d ol

supposed to be an “envi -
“economic*™ impact statem-n:?nm.nt.l impact

[3{ the reports own language, however
ne;;:r:::e in  costs between the '
g e (18x). In addit

Project would have on ate the
Roosevelt Park and the
orasslands have all but

been i
:ha:hsuch economic impacts e be g
n ® DEIS (see table II 8,

=8, for example)
Park and Grassland visitors has bl.: l.::. e
[ occur time and time again in the DEIS outs

various

tourists andg other
sSurrounding portions

could be the most significant. vet

impacts on
Such owmission

Given the i
r‘nd th.o ::p:rt;nc. that tourism has on North Dakota's e
unaccept.bl.ptzl on in tourism that is planned wi ﬁonomy'
at the agency should chose the ;ne :ot:::“:
ia

route that would have major impacts on North Dakota's most often
J

Specific comments 3

{l. The computer and photo simulations of

are basically of no u
information as to th.'. roe tor o pere

part IV of the DEIS
and provide little
tr:e visual impacts of the project
e e Painted Canyon Overlook, for example-
pPresently visible towers are  much mor;

obvious than aAppears in the s mulat ions. - reason that
PP i 1 - Th S is

Line DEIS has been
the Dacotah Chapter of
the DEIS is

what we
issue in this matter 31  the

tional Park. This
of the problem,
DEIS prepares to

@emphasis has been
this statement jis
statement, not an

it is made clear that the
alternatives is
impacts that the proposed
visitors to Teddy
of North Dakota’s
seems highly likely

The visual impacts to views from T
ual | ! RNP were
A communication with representatives of TRNP, e::::l?!:e

art computer generated
o g simulations, and best ava

-

d on the basis of close
field studies, state-of-the-
flable data on Impacts to

rTo determine an environmentally preferred route all routin
B | compared soley on an environmental bas; i

environmentally preferred, R wos recognizgzlsfhatvzlh“e far:h eastemn route was
imilar i - wo of the rout
similar in overall environmental ranking.  Accordingly, it wases were very
Important to evaluate other factors such as . considered

" access, con: i i
L and costs in selecting an agency-prefered route. struction: constraints

g altemnatives were

(Consldemble attention to visual |
please refer to section |ll B, iv Br'np;:gt': l'\: v s been V2 e DELS:

c [Hraze e quality of e B 1, and figures ll-2, V-2 through 1
nnted imuk ;
N Yiomlay atp‘mﬁP. slan:‘téla:lll?ns Is.unfortunate. color simulations

Dakota Office of Tourism Promoti
S tion and Westem's Billings Ar
| the review process. Visual Impacts are also fully treatedgln thie;e.aFoE‘l‘gce throush

D The proposed route, as described in cha,

E4-1, which will avoid impacts to TRNP, o s 10 aumtan = Modifcaton o

and thus to tourism.

The computer simulation analysi: ili
L . ysis utilized New Pers;
E ;:g::rr;t‘ simulation program developed by the Forest
structurgs"a‘t‘ag'stm establishing thg scale and apparent size of transmission
e Thes &t i|s ances beyond_1 mile. The photo simulations were reviewed b
NCorporate on-site experience at the park. We regret the poo¥

pecti.ve software, the most
Service. This is the most

6¢-ll

TABLE lI-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 9

foreign objects that interfere with a magnificent vista such as
that provided at Painted Canyon have great impacts, while such
objects in (very poorly) reproduced photographs have little.
This whole portion of the DEIS represents an exercise in
computer futility. There is no way such simulations can mimic
the human eye.

In addition, the approach used in the DEIS — to take three
locations and consider the visual impacts on them —— suggests
that there are few places that would be impacted in such a way.
This is clearly not the case. Visual impacts will occur in many
parts of Teddy Roosevelt Park, and in portions of the Little
Lrlllouri National Grasslands outside of the Park.

E. Along the same lines, on page vii it is made clear that long
distance visual impacts were being considered secondary issues.
This is clearly not appropriate in as much as the distant views
of the horizon are one of the major spectacular features of the
area.

3. Furthermore, on the same page, mitigation measures are
discussed that would lessen the impact. HWe challenge the
contention that measures such as painting the towers a different
color will have any major lessening effect. Either the towers
are there or they are not. Either we have a clean natural sky
line or we don't. The term “mitigation” is misused in this
context, just as it is when oil developers offer to paint their
_pumpers green.

[a. One alternative that would have nearly zero visual impact
has been left out of the DEIS (except for casual mention)
altogether. What about routing the power line along Highway 83
where a line already exists ? This area has already been
disturbed, and an additional small right-of-way would have
minimal effect. This is a serious ocaission and one that should
L:ause the DEIS to be remanded for further consideration.

S. On page 11-21 of the DEIS, designate viewpoints are
indicated as being “low avoidance.*” Yet, tourism is North
Dakota’s 3rd largest industry and such viewpoints are very
important to tourism. These viewpoints should be designated as
“exclusion” areas. This designation, once again, shows the bias
_Lin the authors of the DEIS.

6. Along the same lines, where is an economic analysis of the
impacts that choice of the agency preferred route would have on
North Dakota's tourist industry ? It seems absolutely clear
that the preferred alternative would have negative impacts on
visitors to Teddy Roosevelt Park, yet such impacts are brushed
laside with a few sentences. For example, see page xi.

F7. The DEIS also fails to note that the area under
consideration is the number one tourist attraction in the entire

state. Thus impacts there will more significantly affect North

quality of the reproduced photographs in the DEIS, however, the use of

E photosimulations is a recognized technique and was suggested by the Forest
Service and Park Service. The few points within TRNP were selected by park
management. Visual impacts to the Little Missourl National Grasslands are
addressed in sections lll-B and IV-B.

F I:Views from TRNP were Included as primary siting issues (page vii).

[The National Environmental Policy Act requires that mitigation measures be
analyzed to reduce impacts. The mitigation measures Identified on page vii are
G { those available to reduce visual impacts to TRNP. As acknowledged on page
vii, these measures would reduce site specific impacts to some degree, but
‘would not effectively eliminate significant impacts. Painting towers was not
proposed because dull grey was considered an appropriate color for
structures In the prairie landscape when viewed from distances beyond 3
| miles.

There Is an existing single-woodpole 115 kV transmission line that directly
parallels Highway 85 for approximately 3 miles south of the Charlie Creek
Substation. Highway 85 Is indirectly paralleled by this line for an additional 1.5
miles. There are no other high voltage powerines along Highway 85 south to
Belfield. The Highway 85 comidor was not selected as a corridor for the
Charlie Creek to Belfield transmission line because 1) it would not be possible
H |0 directly parallel the road due to adjacent residentlal and commercial
development, a school, church, and historic monument; 2) the towers would
still be located In cultivated cropland; 3) local visual impacts to both motorists
and local residents would be greater than along other altemative routes; and.
4) the highway is directed toward and through the town of Belfield, requiring a
departure from the corridor in order to connect with altemative substations to
the south. The purpose of establishing altemative routes Is to minimize
environmental Impacts and to take advantage of existing utility comidors. The
Highway 85 corridor did not offer any of these advantages for a 345 kV
transmission line right-of-way.

1 ‘Viewpoints within TRNP were Identified as low and moderate avoidance on table
L4 due to distances of 3 to 8 miles from viewpoints to the altemative routes.

[As discussed on page V-9, the issue of impacts of the route on tourism is a
J | recognized Issue. There is, however, no available data that supports or quantifies
the assumption that route W1-R1 would result in a negative economic impact on
Lthe North Dakota tourist industry.

K [Potential impacts to tourism are recognized on page IV-19.




LETTER 9
Dakota's tourist industry than they would if they occurred
elsewhere. The impacts will

not only be on Teddy Roosavelt
LPark, but on the surrounding grasslands as well.

a. In several places in the DEIS, such as page vi and x and in
Table II-7, the visual impacts are played down in preference to

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

FLand use and agricultural impacts are direct and potentially the most serious
types of Impacts that are caused by a transmission line project. These are
also impacts that can often be mitigated through facility siting and design.
Visual impacts are also a significant Issue with regard to a transmission line,

L | the impacts on agriculture. Yet, the impacts on agriculture and very difficult to mitigate. This Is reflected on table II-7, where, on a
would be about the same no matter what corridor was chosen, qualitative scale of most to least, land use and agriculture was rated the most
while the environmental impacts are much greater if the western Important resource consideration, and visual resources a close second. It
O R e A on T e o orridor 1% should also be noted that the Interpretation of the impact data Is also
such fmpacts P ocld be the onea o1 aregarded 2 Vet such fmpaczs presented on table Il-7, and that the environmentally prefered route, E4-1, was
_are cited as decision rationale in several places in the DEIS. selected, because this route minimizes visual impacts. Route W1-1 minimized

agricultural impacts. Because of the similanty in overall impact, and the
9. On page 1V-38, the cumulative impacts are considered, but difference in line miles between these routes, economics came into the

M | absolutely no mention is made of the potential for further decision process, and W1-1 was selected. As indicated in chapter | of the
""g"“:h“" °""1'°:"‘":‘1 ':’“'l""-l This d“t. t“"‘°“‘ :"'::‘:m," FEIS, further comparative studies have been performed, and the proposed
an! o*re - pPlenty (<) ega preceden O sugges a in H H .

[ constitutes a fatal omission. |_route Is now a modified version of E4-1.
= FWestem has no plans for expansion of the electrical transmission system
[A) resulting from the proposed project. As stated in the DEIS, if a need arises In
g
© I X the future, the Belfield Substation would provide a logical point from which the
N L" conclusion, it is our opinion that the DEIS is seriously 345-kV system could be extended Into eastem Montana or northwestem South
v asklng and should be redone and distributed for further comment Dakota
| Prior to preparation of a final EIS. - )
[ The DEIS represents a credible analysis of altemative routes and an assessment
y
of the appropriate Issues. The FEIS provides a final comparison and proposed
L route, which was Identified as the environmentally preferred route in the DEIS.
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Theodore Roosevelt Nature & Hlstory %\SSOCIQU'OH
P.O. Box 67 ® Medore, North Dakwtrstags .-
Telephone (7o) 623-4466. Ext. n . '
o be % ba :
<] .
R0 :
July 22, 1988
James D. Davies, Area Manager
Western Area Pover Adainistration
Attention: B2000
PO Box 35800
Billings, MT 59107-5800
Dear Mr. Davies:
5 [Members of Theodore Roosevelt Nature and Hiatory Aasociation (Association) A [AS discussed In chapter |, Westem has made a final comparison of altemative

A have recently revieved the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on

the Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission Line. We continue to be opposed to
the route chosen by Western Area Pover Administration (WAPA) WI-RI, we
_prefer the route recommended by your environmental consultant, E4-l.

[ The extremely poor quality of the photo-stimulations provided in the DEIS

B do not adequately show the visual impacts that will occur. Color photo-

simulations provided earlier to the adminiatration of Theodore Roosevelt
National Park, and wvhich this Association’a board members reviewved, are
much more reflective of the true impact.

This association 18 opposed to your agency preferred route for a number of
TeaBoONs:

1. It i8 our concern that if this line is built in your agency preferred

lines as well vhich will add to the visual impacts from the three key
observation points in Theodore Roosevelt National Park (i.e. Painted
Canyon, Buck Hill, and the horseback riding trail along the eastern
boundary).

"2. The DEIS on page I1I-10 indicates that 10 milea of this 38 mile line
vill be visible from three key observation points at Theodore Roosevelt
D National Park. This 18 totally unacceptable. Historically, Theodore
Roosevelt National Park has been an embattled national park with energy
development occurring on all sidea of ita boundaries. The beauty of
this unique prairie eco-system is being gradually eroded away and
encroached upon by this development. Many visitors, North Dakotans, and
particularly members of thia Association which numbers 400 plus, value

corridor, that this same route will become the preferred route for future
(: development. The obvious conclusion ia that ve will not only be looking
at the WAPA transmiaaion line in the future, but several other transmission

routes, and currently proposes a eastem route which will avoid Impacis to TRNP.

B [Westem regrets the poor quality of the photosimulations in the DEIS.

Westem has no plans for expansion of the electrical transmission system
c resulting from the proposed project. As stated In the DEIS, if a need arises in

the future, the Belfield Substation would provide a logical point from which the
345-kV system could be extended into eastem Montana or northwestem South
Dakota. -

PViewpoinls within TARNP were identified as low and moderate avoidance on table

II-4 due to distances of 3 to 8 miles from viewpoints to the altemative routes.
D | westem recognizes the NPS’s position regarding "zero impact® to TRNP. As
indicated in chapter |, the sensitivity of the views from TRNP were a factor in our
__ﬁnal decision.
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Theodore Roosevelt National Park for its natural and historical resources,
as wvell as its unobstructed and beautiful views. We disagree strongly
D vith the criteria used for low avoidance selection, Table 11-4, page 1I~
3!. We believe this table misrepresents the extent of visual impacts of
the proposed line from key observation points in TRNP. ‘Je believe that
unobstructed scenic views are an important reason that people visit our
National parks. National psrk management policies dated March 1988
. state that scenic vievs sre .to be protected.

WAPA's rroposed choice of corridor will clearly take awvay fron the most
E beautiful and scenic views in western North Dakota. One that many of us
L cherish.

3. WAPA's choice of construction for this line in its agency preferred
corridor, appears solely motivated on an economic basis rather than for
F any concern of environmental issues. You have clearly ignored the
environmentally preferred route of your consultants. It goes without
saying that the future of our environment, and keeping it intact and
viable for future generations, vill cost the citizens of this country
L additional dollars. Economfcs should not win out over the environment.

4. Many Association memberé are frequent visitors to Theodore Roosevelt
Natfional Park and the surrounding national grasslands. Over the years
ve have seen many favorite areas spoiled by energy development. It is G

(; disheartening to read this document and realize that visual resources of

the Little Missouri Nat-ional Crasslands vere not sddressed in the tables
or text. These are scenic and recreational resources to us as well.

The United Ststes Forest Service admits, in their management policies,
that a major use/resource of the Crasslands is recreation. The DEIS
does not address this even though the sgency preferred line crosses six
. _miles of National Grasslands.

Theodore Rooscvelt'’c. corments in one of his rpeeches about a particular
national park could well apply to Theodore Roosevelt National Park. He
states, "I hope you will not hsve a building of any kind, not a summer
cottage, a hotel, or anything else, to msr the wonderful grandeur, the

H sublimity, the great loneliness and beauty of the canyon. Leave it as it

is. You cannot improve on it. The ages have been at work on it, and man
can only mar it. What you can do 18 to keep it for your children, your
‘children's children, and for all who come after you, as one of the great
sights which every Americzn if he can travel at all should see. We have
gotten past the stage, my fellow citizens, vhen we are to be pardoned if we
treat sny part of our country as something to be skinned for two or three
years for the use of the present generation, whether it is the forest, the
vater, the scenery. Whatever it is, handle it so that your children's
_children will get the benefit of it.”

I [-He trust that all federal agencies involved in this project will work

H [Comment noted.

E [Please refer to our response to comment A of your letter.

F [Please refer to our response to comment A of your letter

Please refer to chapters Il and IV, sections A and B of the DEIS for discussions
regarding the visual and recreation resources of the Uttle Missour National
Grasslands (NG), as well as, responses to letter no. 21. Table II-8 of the DEIS
Indicates that 5.5 miles of route W1-1R cross federal lands (Little Missourl NG).

ee-ll
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environmental lavs and protect

together to follow the letter of the federal as set out in their

i the natural and scenic resources of our federal lands,
management policies.

nt
Thank you for giving this Association the opportunity to reviev and comme

on this Draft Environmental Impact Stntement.r

Sincerely,
24
= Z
S Ty i

im McLaughlin, President
;h:odore goose;elt Nature and History Association

= iz::fnz; gt:z;zre Roosevelt National Park
U.S. Senator Quentin Burdick
U.S. Senator Kent Conrad
U.S. Representative Byron Dorgan

i [Comment noted.
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West Plains EleCtric . peurn tnampirares
PO BOX 1038 PHOMNE 7012255111
DICKINSO!I. NORTH DAKOTA 58€02-1038

July 26, 1988

Area Manager

Western Area Power Administration
Attention 82000

P.0. Box 35800

Billings, MT 59107-5800

Dear Mr. Davies:

FI am writing on behalf of the Board of Directors of West Plains Electric
Cooperative, Inc. of Dickinson, North Dakota. West Plains serves 3,258 members

at 5,467 metering points in Stark, Billings, and Dunn Counties. Our concern
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Charlie Creek-
Belfield transmission line project are based on discussions with concerned members
living in the various areas considered for this line. One of the membership
approved goals are "Lowest cost power consistent with good service."”

At the outset I commend you for the thoroughness of the report. The public

was encouraged to become involved since November 1986, through a series ol scoping
meetings and alternative corridor workshops in 1987 and public hearings at this
time.

West Plains primary interest is having the line constructed. The line is necessary
to not only serve our members loads but to provide back up to our system loads
served by the Charlie Creek substation and those loads along the south line

from Medora to Richardton.

Although the line routing is secondary to its purpose we as rate payers appreciate
the WAPA selecting the most cost effective route as the agency preferred. In
this day and age when most federal agencies are accused of a lack of concern

for costs you have demonstrated a responsible concern.

We appreciate your efforts to route the line in a way that will minimize impacts
on croplands. Maneuvering farm equipment around power lines and controlling

the weeds within the area, coupled with the loss of time and value of crops

can have a considerable financial impact.

We also commend you for your concern for the visual impact on the Theodore
Roosevelt National Park. This, North Dakota's only National Park, is very
important to the members of West Plains. Removing the visual impact from
Painted Canyon was very important. The view from Buck Hill spanning a distance
of BY miles to the pover line is rather insignificant considering the fact that
not all tourists to the Park drive the loop and of those that do, many will not
drive up Buck Hill and walk to its summit. The view from the horseback riding
trail possibly bears the least importance due to the privacy of access from

the riding club area.

A [Thank you for your interest, your comments are noted.

SRR
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Lastly the $1 million dollars saved by building the line along the agency ?referred
route is very consistent with West Plains goals of serving our consumers with
the "Lowest cost power consistent with good service.”

The importance of million dollar decisions should not be dismissed.because of.
unsubstantiated concern for unmeasurable economic impacts of the line on tourism.
Conversely, the million dollars should not be made less imporFant because the
impact will be spread over a multi-state rate base. Such raflqnale H?uld.enable
any federal agency to justify any expense. This kind of decision making is

Lin no ones best interest.

Sincerely,

Ray R.™Jile
President
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United Sctates Foresc Medora Loute 6 Box 1313
Dcpartoent of Service Janger vickinson ND
Agriculture District 58601

Reply to: 2720 .’E‘_""‘—-«

SHITHE

N

Date: July 28, 192C

James D. Davies

Deapartmcnt of Encrgy

Yestern Area Power Administratioa
P.0. Box 35800

Billinzs, MT 59107-5800

Dear lMr. Davies:

pact Staterent
Creek -
I have some serious concerns that this ducurent

Our office has rececived and reviewed the Draft Environmental Im
(D!I;) for ¥estarn Area Powec Administration's proposed Charlie
Zelfield transmiesion line.

does not:

1. Adequatcly address all of the pertinent resource concerns.

2. Give sulficient weight to visual impacts, especially from kcy
observation poincs (KCP's) within Theodore Roosevelt National Park
(ThaiP).

3. Rcasonably support the selection of the refined agency preferred
route (W1-1R) as the proposed action.

4. Sufficicntly explore all reasonable alternatives.

Specific corments aldressing each of these concerns follow:
Concern Il = Adecuate Assessreps_of All_Resource Copcerps:

Discussion of existing uaes and possible impacts to recreation and range

A resources on the Little Missouri National Grasslands (LMNC) is extremely

limited under the Affected Enviconuwent section and non-u:zistent under
Ecvironuental Conscyuences. The amovat of irrigated erapland removed fron
production or affected by the proposal ard considercd ulternatives is
emphasized througbeuc the report. The amount of grazing land so affccted and
possible impacts to users and their ullotment manazement plans on the LHIC is

_nuuherc dizcusced ur prescnted in Tsbles II-4 or 1I-8.

~

Liliewisc, there is no discussion or tabulation of effects on the variouy

B recrestion uses on the LI2C e¢ither iu terms of visual impacts or accci..

In genzral, the resouvrces identified and discussed under Land Uses are of 2
very liziited scupe and confined to agricultural, residemtial, aud cowre .cial
develepuents. I vould surxest includiaz s discussion of ronze ond reereatica
_resources under this headinz aid data inclusien in Tzbles L1-4 and 11-8.

F3-6200-28(7-82}

During scoping for the EIS, the level of concem expressed by resource
experts, landowners and others was greatest for cultivated cropland and visual
effects. No concem was expressed for impacts to grazing allotments or
recreation on the Little Missouri National Grasslands (LMNG), rather,
grasslands were Identified as an opportunity for the project. The Forest
Service further indicated that the LMNG should not be considered any more
sensitive or important than private grassland. For these reasons, grasslands
were not key resource Issues on tables 14 or II-8. The proposed route (see
chapter | of the FEIS) crosses approximately 21 miles of grassland, including
one mile of LMNG. The base area of the steel lattice structure occupies
approximately 0.17 acre per mile of line (see table IV-4, DEIS). Under the
assumption that grazing will not occur under the lattice structure, a total of
approximately 3.6 acres of grazing land would be taken out of production
along the entire currently proposed eastem route, while approximately .2 acres
would be removed from grazing In LMNG. |f cattle do choose to graze under
the structures, the loss of grassland Is negligible. Aside from the potential for
undesirable weeds to develop at structure sites, the proposed route should
have a negligible impact on any grazing land, and associated livestock
operators and their allotment management plans. The following mitigation
measures listed on table II-5 of the DEIS will minimize weed control problems:

4. In construction areas where recontouring Is not required, the original contour
will be maintained by matting down vegetation cover. This will prevent
excessive root damage and allow for resprouting.

5. In construction areas where recontouring Is required, revegetation, and/or

reseeding will be performed after the final grade has been established and as
required.

[Forest Service data indicates that recreation use on LMNG s dispersed and is
generally In the form of deer, turkey, pheasant and grouse hunting in the fall.
The typical recreation use period extends from May through November. Spring
and summer recreation tends to be associated with rock hunting, nature walks
and photography.

The Forest Service estimates that over a typical recreation season, recreation use
amounts to approximately 1/2 (.57) person-at-one-time (PAOT) per acre (or 1

person every 2 days), (personal communication with Davis and Tumer, U.S. Forest
Service).

The portion of LMNG crossed by the eastern route is south of the existing Basin
Electric 345 kV transmission line and Highway 2. This is the northem half of
section 35 east of the Charlie Creek substation. There are less than 300 acres
of LMNG in section 35 south of the existing line. The visual quality of this
portion of LMNG has been significantly modified by the presence of the existing
line. The area south of the existing Basin Electric line would receive
approximately 170 PAOT during the recreation season. The presence of the
proposed route would not result in significant recreation impacts to the LMNG
due to the small amount of land crossed, the isolated location and current

Lexisting conditions.
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There aré also some deficiencics of discussion and conclusions regardinz
cultural resources. My 5/31/88 letter to you which reviewced the preliminary

archealagical aurvey report listed several concerns. In additien to thesc

earlier coraments, 1 nave the folloving concerns frewn ceviewing rhe DEIS:

1. Discussion of culturcl rcsources is limited te the agency preferred
zlternstive. There is no data for comparison ol alternotive routes
cnd therefore no support for selection of the ugency preferred
alternative from the perspective of culteral resources.

Z. Ihe VELIS is misleading cuncerning surveyed ruules. It should be
xade cleax that vuly the agency prxcferred rovte was surveyecd for
cultural resources.

3. A survey width of 30°' for rizht-cf-way clecarance for occuse co3ds i
not ddeguate for the LMMC. 2ny culturel rescurce wonagew:nt task
and camnliaence procedurss must meet the Cusrer Maricral Forest
requirccents and srandearda.

4. Preliminary research appears insufficient in certain respects: The
model docs not secm adequste for the area; it does not appear that
historical documents relutive to the LMPC were cxaained; tlhe review
of archcolozical sites fourd is sketchy and docs not place the eites
in an overall context; there is no indication nf the surface
viaibiliry for arcas where isolated finds (1F'r) vere located.

Concern #2 = Ingsufficient. Heishy Giveo_fo Viaval Jepackas

Throuphout the DE1S, rhe vizual iwpacts of the pruposal aro osubstantially
dounplcyed. Yct during the cntire scoping process, this vas a key concern of

tire State and Federel governuent agencies invulved. 1t is noticeably laciing
in the dcscription of land use concerns cxpressed by intereoted agencies (auong

huth.r-) io the DCIS on p. vi, 2. para. 1 snd p. 1V-1, l. para. 1.

Viaue) impocts relative to various recreation wirs in rhe LHHG are not

Aiacuaned and sre nor ahaun an Tahle II-4, p. II-31. VYisual impacts fremr

vieuprinta along 1-2% and US 33 wre alwo not shavr in rha Table,

I seriously question the rating of Jow avoidance given fo deaignsted veiwpoints
from TKNP in Table Il-4. Civen the sheer number of visitors to the Park
(500,000 per year according to TRNP statietics) with the addcd weight of public
agency concern reaarding this issue, I would have expected thesc KCF's to rate
hizh avoidance. Particularly in lizht of the fact that residentinl furezround
impacts which affect only 32 private residences with open views (p. xi, J. 2.
and p. II-45, Table II-8) rated high avoidance.

F$-6200-26(7-62)

= shassES

1. As with all resources, each of the 41 route links was Individually assessed
for cultural resource sensitivity. This data was then used to evaluate each
altemative route during the comidor selection process. Cultural resource
sensitivity Information conceming the Environmentally Preferred Route,
Agency-Prefered Route and Refined Agency-Prefered Route are listed In
the DEIS on pp. llI-15 and llI-16. Tables Including sensitivity Information
for all links and altemative routes are very-lengthy and were not Included
In the published document. :

2. The phrase *of the Agency-Preferred Route® can be added to page F-2,
paragraph 4, sentence 1, to clarify this Information.

3. The Intensive cultural resources survey of the Agency-Prefered Route was
conducted October 15-23, 1987. Neary two months later, on December 9,
1987, Goodson & Assoclates, Inc. received a letter from Mr. David A
Filius, Forest Supervisor of the Custer Natlonal Forest, detailing the new
Forest Plan Including survey requirements of a minimum of a 150 foot-wide
cormridor for linear projects. Therefore, the cultural resources survey was in
compliance with existing Custer Natlonal Forests requirements and
standards.

4. a) A "model® was not required for this project. The Westem statement of -
work (SOW), Section 4.5.12, required “a predictive statement
conceming the number and significance of sites likely to be located in
the study area,” and stated that °A comprehensive statistically
defensible model Is not being solicited for this SOW.*

b) A detalled historic overview of the study area, 13 pages long, single-
spaced, Is Included In the cultural resources report. It contains
Information on the history of the Little Missourl National Grasslands and
a complete list of References Cited. Due to space limitatlons, this
entire overview was not Included In the DEIS.

Detailed analysis and evaluation (in terms of the overall cultural resource

context data base) of sites located during the survey are Included in

the cultural resources report.

d) North Dakota State Cultural Resource Survey (NDCRS) Forms do not

require Information conceming the surface visibllity of Isolated Find
| Locations.

C

~

—Please refer to the DEIS, chapters Ill and IV, part B for a discussion of visual
Lresource Issues and impacts.

[As described In response to comment B, the porilon of the LMNG crossed by
the proposed eastem route has been modified by the existing Basin Electric
345-kV line, resulting In minimal additional visual Impact.

“The rating of low and moderate avoidance associated with views from TRNP are
based on distance. A moderate level of avoidance Is assigned to the Talkington
Trail which Is approximately 3 miles from the westemn route.. This distance
represents a moderated-to-low level of visual threshold based on field observation
and previous studies (Dames & Moore 1986, Jones & Jones, 1975). Low levels
of avoidance were assigned to views from the Painted Canyon overlook and
Bucks Point, where the westem route is 6 to 8 miles from the viewpoints. A
transmission line from these distances is detectable, but will not attract attention.
The modified westem route would be screened from Painted Canyon overlook
due to topographic screening.
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For the same reasons I question the asse
proposal on TRNP KOP's will be lov as st
F 1V-7, b.(3). This arsesswent of low avo
also conflicta with rhe dencription of v
states "Vieus from ZCP'y wichin TEN
Buck 1lill, and the
[_vere alan ansigned

ssment that visual impacts from the
ated vn p. IV-G, 2. para. 6 uad p.
idance and low impacl iur TiuiF Kug®
isual sensitivity on pe III~
P: including Lhe
horseback riding trails a
bigh sensitiviry levels.”

Paintes Cuanyua Oveclouk,
long the eastern rdge of the Park

h‘Ihl.-rp it on tobulution of vi i
here e E Vinual jepects withio the L
vitl R i g - i cte
G cnc;x:ﬁ:i:? ::er;:i; 1I :. P I11-45 comparing impacts of alternative routes
r 3 . e in emphasis on visuul iwpucis is friom i i :
viewvpoint. This bias is reinforced on pe 11-44, S.c. pn:an:udt"t“'l
(nerding some further 2diting) whicb intends tu scut )
concerns showed "a strong prefe :

8 v Lrom viewpoints

3 in a seulence
L o Lhat viewsl ifmpucise
-onc : o 0 ctvrence lor E4-1, privarily Lepause of fewer
Leaddriges. wi b vpsn. yievs. yishin.pne. wils. L. the line™ (emphasis sddot) .

va ln-;:.ﬂ:ts within LMMG, «s geen from T2N?, or from 1-94 or US 85 yer
even wenticned in this context. ’ i T

Tue vitizalive weasures Jescribed in Table 1I-5

[h.:nl."'.l‘lne line will be routed to avoid aensitiv
¢liminste or reduce visual ot physicsl coullict
vlalemwuly weie Lrue, route E4-] would have been

1ley are not true of the azen Y preferce vule
I ' Renc £ t
preferced ¢ 4

e features. This would

with featuren.” If (hese

n zelutivn Lo KOP's from

T!\esc Ltatevents ulsy con
wit: “These mitigation m
Jvae Jdesree,

tiwdict earlier Findings on P vii,
brcieatio no[cnm[uf'cl ?ould 1educe '_if‘T’p“fi“'C visual impacts to
Cenges mionr put woul) ne c f:thuly feduce Juitial impacts to lower levels
cor Sy gl impucts o not e r-_-duc:'-d.to voderate).” Unlesys reud very
D "[1 o sphasia on tl-g word "lllll?lnuw". Che next sentence aprears (o
a th.n 1llogical ax:d mislewding conclusion: “1n esseseing Lhe visual iwpoctls
- H H P
uoumcb:r?z:u:i:::o;:Ll.lfl wun deterwined that che winivuy impacts incurred
aded). Ehal should Tozically follove wat decs e, 10" o) FrETEnCe” Ceuphasis
_ Ehat d 2 » bul ocs not, 1s a Jdiscussi )
gﬁu;fjx.mtlu:xpated n:np:u:u. sume o[.vhéch will unduubledly pe ini-‘:nO:sugbt:tat'd
p » L. para. 5 und elscwnere vithin the teport. ° ¢

2. para. 8, L0

The visual quality ob_lictivc! and visual n.anugcment policies developed for the
a3 Lo activities viewed [ren TRHY a } .
; pact 3 L 8 e 1, cannot be transcribeg
TRKP acnagement objectives o considrrations as is inferred in the discuss‘io:“o
on o. I[II-7. The respective stendards and objectives of these tuc agencies

should by discussed independently within the cunt of the jurisdictional
y d
ext their 1cey

[‘A: a Aenerad corwent, 1 Lcund those porticns of the 2%18 ‘ealing with visuval
resourccs te be particwlarls confuaing < o

duu:lfssmn 13 20 scattercd tlucuglout the report as to uake a clear and
L consietent assesscent especinlly difficule.

F3.6200-28(7-82)
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&xzncy Preferred Route (W1-IR)_as_the Proposed fction: K
(‘I‘hc decision to select the refined agency preferred route (¥1-1R) cver the
eavironentally preferved roure (E4-1) appears tu have been mude on Lhie hasis
of econoinics alone. esyentially, route B4-1 way £.8 wiies lunger and wevid
have cost up Lo one willion dollars wore than the ter willion dollsr, 38.2 nile
prupusal (W1-1R).

Incidenlully, il is never yuile clear whetler UWl-l# or til-1 was fiaally
sclected and which route is buing referred to in all cuses. Also, picase uulce
a Jdiscrepancy in mileaze: p. 1I1-2, l.c. describes the agency preferred route
Wl-1l as 37 miles long and p. 1I-45, Table 1I1-8 shows route Ul-1 as 35.5 miles
long.

There is no detsiled discussion of Lie econonic factors involved, including tie
reruced access und sdcrlionss engineering/constiuclion constrainta for route
Li-1 alleded to on p. %, J. para. 2. In fact, the wording of Lhe preceding L
paragraph (p. %, J. para. 1) leads one to suspect that the sclection of rcute
Ul=18 {er 21-17} wac n» pre—deterrined conclusjon and justilicslien icr =ty
selection is being sought. "Becuuse iU was recopgnized thal the easlemn end
western routes were vely siwmilar in overall enviionwental rovking, it vas
considered important to eveluzte other factors such as wiles of transmission
line construction, uvailable access, poteotiai consDruction problems, snd
project costs belure selestins the cgepcy-preferred route (emphasis added) -

Cunzidering the cconomic aspect sivne, 1 £ind Lie scupe divvunsed vithin the
DEIS to be very limited. Only the economic impact to non-irrigated cropland
appesrs Lo have been considercd. 4.6 wiles wore of non-irriguted cropland
wonld L wffecled uvider toule E4=1 thou Lthe 14.2 wiles under 1il-1R accurding, to
Table II-8. Uader the proposal, private landuuwners would be partially
Lcumpcusated for this loss throuvgh the purchase of rights—of-way at fair wmariet
value.

PThere is no analysis of potential economic impacts relative tu other land uses,
such 25 recreation or range reiuied uses cn cie LNC. Likewise, there is nc
ecenomic analysis of the potential effects on the tourism industry as =z result
of visuul izpacts [rem NOP's within TRUP or Ffromm 1-24. It would seer. that =z
more complcte analysis of g)l the ecunvwic aspecis ol Lbe proposai znd
considered alternatives is uceded befure concluding that ¥1-1R is cconoicelly
| preferred.

Meving avay from the econoniice issue to consider vverall envircnmental/resoarce
impacts, I seriously question tiwe finding that “the eastern (S4-1) and wectean
(Hg—l) foutes were very wimilar in averall enviranpentad ranking” (p. x, J- M
para. 1 and P. Il1-44, d. para. 1). The repori ulso states (p. x) thac "laond

use showed a preference for the western route and visual showed a preference

for the eastern route”. llowever, "becausc the visual preference fer Lhe

eastern route was stronges ihen e land use prefecence fur Lie western route

and because visual impacts renged into the high category whiie ali lond vue
impacts vere moderate or lower, the eaatern route wns dererained 10 he the

L environmentally preferred roure® {n. »}.

FS-8200-28(7-82)

8, ¢. whici

» Po I1-41 include the Provision

s incenplete or centradictory.  The J

The sensitivity of the views from TRNP are recognized as highly sensitive, and it
F | is primarily due_ to ‘the distances involved that low and moderate levels of impact

have been assigned. These Impact ratings are also consistent with the criteria
e§ta_bllshed by the Forest Service for visual quality objectives of partial retention
within foreground and middleground views from TRNP out to 5 miles and
|_modification for views beyond 5 miles.

G FVisuaI impact§ to re§idences within one mile of the proposed project with open,
unrestricted views will be most significant due to the high level of dominance from
_the propo;ed faciity. (Dames & Moore 1986, Jones & Jones 1975).

As explained on page 11-37 of the DEIS, Westem has develo ed a miti
plan which Is presented on table II-5. The plan Includes 'gev?edc' rr'mggaat?:r?
which Westem has committed to undertake on a non-speclfic basis as a pan.
H of constructing, operating and maintaining the project. In addition, several
“selective® mitigation measures have been developed, to which Westem has
committed on a case-by-case basis where possible, to reduce impacts of the
proposed route. Westem made attempts to do so along the route (W1-R1)
proposed In the DEIS (see chapter | of the FEIS). Some of the Impacts (i.e
Painted Canyon viewpoint) In TRNP were avoided, however, others were not.
The proposed route has been changed to conform with the environmentally
preferred route (E4), as discussed In chapter I.

The discussion In the DEIS summary (p. vil, 2. para-8) acknowledges that
visual Impacts are very difficult to reduce or mitigate, short of re-outing, and
also recognizes that some level (minimum) of visual Impact will occur,
_regardless of where the line Is located. '

rWestem recognizes the differing management objectives associated with the
| LMNG_ and TRNP, however, the Visual Analysis Report for the Government Creek

Planning {\rea (Moore, 1984) Identifies viewpoints within TRNP which are the basis
|_for a pariial retention visual quality objective (VQO) on the LMNG. .

FVisual resources are addressed in the summary, Altemative Corridor Comparison

(chapter Il), Affected Environment (chapter ll) ‘and Environmental Consequences
(chgpter IV) along with other environmental resources, as required by the National
|_Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

S e e L e e e e e e e

Please refer to cliapter | of the FEIS for the final comparison of routes and
selection of the eastem corridor as the preferred route.

FThere is no conclusive data that suggests there will be economic in?pacts to
tourism as a result of the proposed project. Preliminary results of a pilot study
entitled "The Impacts of Extemal Development in the Economic and Aesthetic
Values of Theodore Roosevelt National Park® conducted by Color.ago State
University (1988), document the types of activities most ‘enjoyed by visitors, tr‘ne
importance of a badlands park environment, perceived importance of‘a 1 mile
buffer zone, and attractiveness ratings of current (as-is) and modified vistas 'from
TRNP. In addition, estimated expenditures by 1988 TRNP visitors. Preliminary
summaries of the survey of 255 on-site interviews and 1!0 mailback
questionnaires provide the following insight into visitor concem for visual impacts
extemal to the TRNP:

« Viewing the landscape, wildiife, and scenic vistas, as .well‘ as taking
photographs are the most popular activities for TRNP. This highlights the
visual experience as the most important to visitors.

* A mixed grass prairie/badlands environment Is not seen as less valuable than
other park environments, and almost 30% recognized the value of its
uniqueness over other parks.

*  There is strong support for the park from extemal impacts from both regional
and local visitors.

« When powerlines are added to views from Painted Canyon through
photosimulations, the attractiveness to viewers decreased by about 40%.

This data documents the visual sensitivity and importance of retaining the integrity
of external views from TRNP. At this time, there is not a quant‘lﬁed correlation
| with loss of revenue to TANP or the region as a result of external impacts.

—

As discussed in responses to comment A, the impacts to grazing acwities will be
minimal. The Forest Service has indicated that recreation impacts to the LMNG
could be moderate along the westem route (Davis, 1988). When all factors are
compared in chapter | (FEIS), the eastem route is environmentally preferred and
_the proposed route.
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1 thinl: that sowe of theze conclusions may have been erroneously dravn from an
vverly limited consideration cf "land uses™ smd from some assessed impacts
having been rated too lov. As mentioned esrlier, I belicve land ucces olher
than cropland, reaidencer, and commercial devclopments should have been
considered in the anulysis, pusticularly sectoation snd range related usce on
the LMNG. MHad such ndditional uses becen analyzed eand rsted, it is possible
that the eastern alternative would have been preferred from & land uses

| rerspective as well as a visuals perspective.

'Eonccrning the Lactors that yege ousessed and rated in Table II1-4 some of the
ratings appear to be tco low. I have already menticned thet the visual
rescurce caterories under TRNP should be rated hirher, especially since the
tabulated ratings are 511 lower than the visual sensitivity levels described
for these sites on p. I11-8, 2.c.

Pnder cultural resources, I question why tbe scnsitivity levels of high and
oediva for prehistoric and historic tesvurces Jid uwul zeceive correvponding
_ratin;s of high or modersta avoidance. (The ratings were one level louer.)

~

1 also question vhy under paleontology, known fossil sites, and fossil bearinx
tocmativue aind groups received ratings Of low svoidauce. This secas
particularily contradictory in view of the fsct that the reporl slules that
"the key terrain [esturea associoted vith potential fcssil-bearing scrata sre
exposed soils, steep slopes and outcrops.” 1n uther words, soils with hich
erosiuvn potential (ovver 20X slopec) which rated high uvoidance in the same

| Tavle 1I-4.

FIL alsv scems contradictory that under vegetation and wildlife, hardwcod
habitat should receive a ratinz of low avoidance while hardwood dravw vegetation
[rerits moderate avoidsnce. 1 fail to sece the distinclivu.

Another iwsue which needs furlher clsrification is
irportancc ol each evaluated resoutce as discuss~d in the last twvo parazraphs
of p. 11-37 and as shown on Table 11-7, p. 1I-42. kat exactly uvere the
criteria used for this ranking? The analysis process referred to in Appendix A
is unclesr on Lhis point. Huw was 1t determined that (developed) land usc and
agricultural vas considered to be the rost important resource? 1In addition, as
stated earlier, it is my cpivien that not all the pertinent resources were
evaluated or ranked for this {inal route couaparison.

the ranking of the relutive

QMW puvint of cunsiderstivn Lhal needs Lo be emphasized is the tact that power
tu Lhe ustva Lo be serviced by the proposal ulready exists. This wvill
essentially be s supplementsl system to iwprove the existing service and
provide a back-up system in case of s substantisl powver feilure. Vith thia in
oiind the need Lo further jeopardize resource values in relation to TRNP by
routing the propneel within viewing distance of the Par¥ becomes less apparent
L~ as docs the need to impact swre public lands than ncccssary on the LHING.

Another critical consideration is that future expansion of the proposal is
anticipated "[rom Lhe coalfliclds area Lo Miles CiLy" (p. I1-7, 1. para. J).
Exactly vhore this expansion might occur is not dJdiscussed in the DEIS. But it

LETTER 21

is an important censideration in order to properly asscss the possitle

7$.0200.28(7-02)
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[cu-nlnttvc eflfecta of the curreat provosal. It ia possible that edverse visual
ispacis se swun fave TRNP ol I-94, awml [ivm wilbin the LMNC could be

cospounded in the future. This mskes selection of route Vl-1R
L Proposal even lcsa dcairasble.

for the current

In conclusion regarding Concern #3, I fail to see sulficient j ific
wvithin the DEIS for selectiun uf tuule Wl-1K as an ucuuo-i:ul{;.;::}:::izn
slternarive. And epe the DZIS itaelf conclvdee, goute E4-1 is the
cuvisvumenlally prefetred aliernative vhich "Minimizes impacts to resideaces
and vicewvs [tom TRAr. ilay cunsvlidete witle existing utility corridor. (ltas)
Ciestes spsicultusal impacts; Luwever, reduced visusl impacts offset
l:ﬂlcululul'itbnc‘-- (pe 11-63, Table 1I-7). All of which would appesr to be
sussicient Justilicution for its selection as the final proposal, particularly

~an Light of the stronz ogency and public concern genersted by the western
routes s proxiumity tu TEUP. As has been expressed throughout the scoplng

| process, route E4-]1 is this scency's prefervd slternative.

Concorp. f4.= Nuk ALl of. the Muasonable. Alisrnstives, Vere Considered:

The DEIS briefily mentions but does not discues or analyze s pussible
alternative adjacunt to US 835. Oa p. 11-27, b. par. 2, the ceport stotas "A US
Highwuy B85 corridur vas aot included owing tv the levul ol development siong
the highway™. Vithout furthur clarlfication of this appasent ubjectivn, Lhis
vould seem to be a factor in Lavor uf chis alternative. It would appear better
[rom a resvurce pevspective Lo conanlidsre #n wany developments 8m punaible
into one curridor as uppuscd tu ciealing 8 new surface amd visusl disturbsnce.

The unsupporred stetesent cu po IV-38, 1. pucs. 1 that “Paralleling US 85 would
result in significanl impacts to adjscent residential and cosmercisl lund uses"
oussiwrily diswisses Lhis alternative from furtler cunsiderstivue Thuse

purported iopacts slung with uther pPotential vesource impacts shouid be fustlex

evaluated as cocprisior a viable alternative to thoase discussed wore fully in
the DEIS.

In saddition to my four primary concerna discussed sbove, I have saveral
miscelloneous cosmxnts as follovs:
1. The verbafe on p. 11-7, 2. & and Table 11-1, p. TI-11 describs the
ateel lattice structurea so bdeing 60 to 90 feet tall. The typical
desien an p. II-8 shows thia etructure being 110 feet tall.

The DEIS states that s 163 fout wide right~of-way vill be obtained.
The vidth of right-of-way required fur the comstruction and
vperation of the poverling on the LMUG is tuu tieco the wirimuwm
heiglit of the structures. Therefore, tha rcquired powerline:
rizht~of-way on the LMNC would be either 1EC feet or 220 fret
depending on the height of the steel lottice siructures.

The DLIS describes a necd for ancillury facilitics including new
access roods, virc-pulling sites, constructiovn yurd and baten
pluntz. The specific locations for thesc developsents verc not
identified. Arc any, particularly new access roads, proposcd un the
| LhNC? If so, additional right-of-vay say bLe necded.

N [Comment is noted.

r-Sensltivl‘ly levels and avoidance recommendations may share common criteria
but are two entirely separate concems for cultural resources. As stated in
section lll-14, sensitivity levels for cultural resources reflect the probability of
locating specific site types, and the probable percentage of those resources
being considered “significant.® Avoidance rating criterla Includes the
practicality, applicability and success of impact mitigation. As described In
section [V-21, 22, Initial impacts to the majority of cultural resources can be
relatively easily mitigated, and residual impacts would be low to non-exstent. In
addition, sensitivity and Impacts are tied to the presence of a site. If no sites
are present, or none are eligible, then no impacts result. The probability of
significant sites over much of the study area Is remote, as much of it has
been repeatedly cultivated.

.~
The probability of finding significant paleontological specimens throughout the
study area Is low, whether at likely fossil locations (i.e. outcrops or steep slopes)
or not. Site specific Investigations will be conducted prior to construction
activities should significant fossil occurrences be Identified. On the other hand,
soils with high erosion potential were rated as high avoidance due to their direct
association with construction related hazards, engineering constraints, and
| reclamation sensitivities.

Avoidance levels and environmental Impacts assoclated with transmission line
construction were evaluated on a resource by resource basis, and are not directly
comparable between resources. Relative avoidance levels were assigned based
on specific concems within each resource. Impacts to hardwood draws, for
instance, were evaluated with respect to other vegetation types in the area (i.e.
grasslands, wetlands, and croplands), and waranted a moderate avoidance.
Assessment of impacts to wildlife resources hinged on the presence of humans
and temporaly loss of habitat. Since the primary impacts to wildlife are shoit-term
and little hardwood draw habitat is to be disturbed, hardwood habitat received a
| low avoidance.

-
The criteia used to compare altemnative routes are Identified as resource
considerations on table II-7 (land use and agriculture, visual, cultural, vegetation
and wetlands, wildiife, geology and soils). Land use (including recreation) and
agriculture are shown to have the greatest relative importance over other
resources considerations due to the potential for significant unavoidable adverse
impacts. This has been Westem’'s experience on numerous transmission siting
| studies.

FThe need for the proposed line is explained in Chapter | of the DEIS. The
purpose of the line was not a consideration in evaluating environmental
impacts.

e

If the need to extend the 345kV system arises In the future, the Belfield
Substation would be a logical starting point. Regardless of which corridor and
substation site Is selected, impacts to Theodore Roosevelt National Park could be
possible because the new 345kV line would need to pass south of the Park.
Those potential impacts would be dealt with in a line-specific environmental/routing
study.

U [Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

There are numerous developments scattered along the length of U.S. Highway
85. They include residences, schools, churches, cemeteries, cafes, and other
business establishments. There are some low voltage distribution lines located
along the highway and there Is an existing single-woodpole (115kV)
distribution line that parallels highway 85 for approximately 3 miles south of
Charlie Creek substation (see response H to letter 9). In addition, there Is a
large amount of cropland along either side of the highway. Siting a
transmission line along either side of Highway 85 would result in high visual
impacts to residents, businesses, and travelers. The National Park Service, in
a July 15, 1987, letter to Westem Identified U.S. Highway 85 as "a primaty
route for tourism from Canada to North Dakota and other states." NPS goes
on to state that scenic vistas west of Highway 85 should be maintained.
Based on the criteria used in the visual assessment, a line on the east side of
Highway 85 would still create high impacts if within one mile. It would seem
nearly as detracting to tourists to have a 345-kV line located close to the east
_side of the Highway as the west side.

Miscellaneous Comments:

1. typical heights for steel lattice structures would be 60 to 90 feet. Depending
on terrain and other factors some structures could be as tall as 120 feet.

2. Western nomally obtains only the necessary right-of-way for its projects. If
Forest Service requirements are something greater than 165 feet, Westem will
comply.

3. As project planning reaches the appropriate level of definition, Westemn will
coordinate with the Forest Service for any ancillary facilities which might be

located outside of the transmission line right-of-way or access easements on
LMNG.

4. Westem has complied with the setback requirements of the U.S. Air Force for
the GWEN facility.
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k. The preaence of the CWEE site on federal land in the SEl/A of
Section 27, TIA0H, RIOOY ig mentioned in the report but there is ro
discussion as to possible electrical interference or other impacts,
if any, from the proposal. Has thia been considered? The some
questinn might apply to the WAPA wicrowave tover on federa] iand in
the S1/2 of Sective 32, T140N, RIOUW aixi the micrownve tower on

privace land in the N1/2 of Section 5, TI39N, RI00OW, altuough they
are further reswoved from the proposal.

p. 1V-33, 1. para. 2 should say the "eastern" instead of "western"
boundaiy of TRNP.

p- Vv, 3. para. 4 gives a misleadingly limited description of the
LMNC and felsely narrovs the rultiyle resource roanzgzement concept
dewn to 2 single roscurce ransgewent chlective by steting that "The
Lictle Missouri Kational Crasslands are federaly owned lande 1ranaged
as grazing conge lond similar to private holdings of native
grassland”. 1 doublL thulL even our grazing pernittces would egree
willi Lt dewcriplion, let alone a varied host of other commodity
and non-commodity usersl

1 am curious as to vhy the western route was staked on the around
many conths before even the DEIS was released, let slone a finsl
rouling decivion mude. Tihis appeass Lv be putting the cart well
before the livrse under the normal NEPA process.

-

1 have scen the comecnts to the DEIS prepared Ly IRIP. J think their analysxis
was quite thorough and their conclusions and recommendscions have my full

support.

1 appreciate the opportunity lo zeviev and couwent on thie CEIS. 1 hope my
comments and concerns vill be helplu) in Lesther developing a proreosal which

S.

wB.

.

Comment noted. See chapter Ill of this FEIS.

The quote referred to Is on p. lIl-29, para. 4 of the DEIS and Is Intended
to characterize the vegetative quality of the LMNG as being similar to
surrounding privately-owned rangeland. As stated in p. lli-1, para. 6 of the
DEIS, the LMNG are managed for livestock grazing. Implementation of

Intensive range management systems, facilitation minerals and energy
development, and recreational use.

In order to keep the design process on schedule it Is necessary to
survey and stake the proposed route as expeditiously as possible.
Staking Is also necessary to perforn the cultural resources survey.

However, it Is Westem’s policy to take no ireversible actions prior to the
Record of Decision.

X [Commems are noted.

L a1l intereated parties will find ressonably occeptsble.

Sincerely,

District Ranger

Y [Comments are noted.

ce: C. Mack Shaver, Superintendent

Thieodora Hoovsevelt Hational Park
ledoura, KD 58645

Tim Mclaughilin, President of the Bouard

Theodore Roosevelt Nature and History Associaliuvm
F.0. Box 167

Medora, ND 58645

D-8
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Planning Division

Mr.

James D. Davies

Department of Energy

Western Area Power Administration
Billings Area Office

2525 4th Avenue North

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS. OMAHA OISTRICT
213 NORTH 17TH GTREET
OMAHA. NEDRASKA 68102-4978

- JAUFILE COFY |
JUL29'88

July 25, 1988 T
+m !
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JRONPIISEDS QEBISS' AW —

Billings, Montana 59107-5800

Dear Mr. Davies:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Western Area Power Administration’'s proposed Charlie
Creek-Belfield 345-Kilovolt Transmission Line Project in western

North Dakota.

The proposed powerline construction crosses the flood

i of small drainageways and streams.
p:zqums should not occur with construction of the overheadf

gowerlines if the supporting structures are located as fari rom
the banks of drainageways and streams as possible to miniT ze
Lthe potential for erosion hazards and flood flow obstruction.

djacent

t or temporary) into a waterway and/or a

éii{2§3ena permitppursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
may be required.

We offer the following comments.

1 Flood Plain Management criterion basically states
that :ggzi:uction which can be damaged by floodwaters ?Eoth§:
can obstruct flood flows should not be located in the -ye
Zﬁﬂgirﬁﬁiigé which can be damaged by floodwater shoulg bzia?ove
the 100-year floodwater surface elevation and nonresi gnb a
construction, such as substations, which can be damageh y
floodwater should be above or flood proofed to abovedt i od to
100-year floodwater surface elevation and should be design
minimize potential harm to or within the flood plain& fothe
operation of the constructed facilities is considere hchOO- L.
during flood periods, they should be protected from the y
Eiggg;e elevation of the 100-year flood more than one foot

relative to existing conditions.

If this is not practicable, residential

If the

Flood plain construction should not increase the water

Flood related

1f the construction involves placing fill material

When project plans are completed, they should

A [Comment noted.

B [Comment noted.

C [Project plans will be forwarded to Mr. Winters as requested.
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be sent to the North Dakota Regulatory Field Office, Attn:
C | Mr. Jim Winters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, P.0O. Box 902,

Bismarck, North Dakota 58502-0902, for detailed review of permit
requirements.

The EIS for the Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission Line
D | Project in North Dakota should state that the necessary permits
will be obtained from the Corps when final plans are complete.

Thank you for this review opportunity.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Gorton
Chief, Environmental
Analysis Branch

Planning Division

MisthenineiaeltsiicsseRE
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/&3y United States Sod P.0. Box 1458
UBL! S Soe ™ Sasoa-iase
"N Agncuitas . 2- N TTET ]
~tuIAL FILE COPY
July 27, 1988
© NG1 ‘88
'1““"——7—;
James D. Davies soa —
— ek %
Western Area Pover Adainistration e -
ATTN: B2000 . "'1" T S
P.0. Box 35800 e O (W
Billings, MT 59107-5800 RPRYL

ERATPRITE

Dear Mr. Davies: 1

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has revieved the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Western Ares Powver Administrations (Western)
proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield 345-Kilovolt (KV) Transmission Line project
in Western North Dakota (DOE/EIS-0134-D).

We have the following comments:

B D

In reference to [I-38 (Table II-5. Mitigation Measures)

A - #5, ve recommend native grasses/woodies, as related to range

sites and woodland suitability groups, be planted. Local
SCS field offices located in the affected counties should

be consulted vith for seeding rates, mixtures and recommenda-
tions.

[ 2) SCS has authorization to plan flood reduction measures
for the City of Bdelfield, ND. Preliminary investigations
have been made on potential dam sites on the Heart River and
a tributary above Belfield. Route Links 40 and 41 dissect
the drainage areas of several of the dam sites under
consideration.

At this time Route Link 41 would appear to have the least
potential impact on future flood reduction measures. Actual
impacts would depend on the final location of transmission
line structures and the structural components of the flood
reduction measures. Minor relocations of the features proposed
for both projects may reduce or eliminate impacts. SCS will
gladly coordinate planning activities vith Western Area Powver
to ensure that future impacts to both projects are minimized.

We appreciate the opportunity to reviev and comment.
Sincerely,

£y
RONNIE L. CXA

ACTINQ~State Conservationist

O

A

3

D Westem will comply with all applicable pemitting requirements including Section
404 of the Clean Water Act.

The District SCS Office In Dickinson wlll be consulted for approprate
revegetation requirements.

The District SCS Office in Dickinson will be contacted for further information on
future flood reduction projects which might be affected along the proposed route.
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Fe ) UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENC Y-Fi8! FILE CRF
REGION va
\" 999 18th STREET - SUTTE 500 Ns1 ‘88
DENVER, COLORAD%8§0202-2405 R |
il
Ref: BPM-EP . = {
s -
Kve/ n
James D. Davies, Area Manager A’?m e | s/s
Billings Area Office ENGT L5,
P.0. Box 35800 AAE
Billings, Montana 59107-5800 ]

RE: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for Charlie
Creek-Belfield Transmission
Line Project, North Dakota

Dear Mr. Davies:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act, the Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewved the referenced DEIS (DOE/EIS-0134-B).

( While it was stated that "all floodplains and wetlands would
be spanned and no structures would be placed in them", wve feel

A some additional information in the final EIs on mitigation of

impacts to wetlands would improve the EIS. This information
should be specific to the agency-preferred route and include
runoff of sediments from tower construction sites, access trails,
cleaning of brush, and vehicle movement during construction. A
detailed depiction of how one of the most impacted wetlands in
the route would be mitigated would suffice.

r Based on our review and the criteria EPA has established to

B rate adequacy of draft EISs, we have rated this draft EIS as

Category LO (Lack of Objections). A summary of our EIS rating
definitions 1s enclosed. If you have any questions please

contact Henry C. Schroeder of my staff at (303) 293-1461 or
bI-‘TS 564-1461.

Sincerely,

TFbt P Bidypim

Robert R. DeSpain, Chief
Environmental Policy Branch
Office of Policy & Management

. -

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

No wetlands would be lost owing to the proposed project. See Response A to
A | the North Dakota State Water Commission comments (letter no. 6) conceming
erosion control and mitigation.

B [Commenl noted.

LETTER 30
L]
er o
United States Department of the Interior Do e
fsicoc
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW a8
DENVER FEDERALCENTER. BUILDING 67. ROOM 840 = =

2.0, BOX 25007
DENVER, COLORAIX) 80225-007 .
July 27, 1988

1 E
ER 88/496 . :
AG1 ‘88
L2 TPV — e
£ ey
its

Mr. James D. Davies, Area Manager
Billings Area Office

Western Area Power Administration ,gi O Qi 5
P.0. Bax 35800 ) !
Billings, Montana 59107-5800

Dear Mr. Davies:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed 1 he Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Proposed Charlie Creek-Belfleld 345-kV Tronsmission Line Praject (ER
88/496) and offers the following comments.

Theodore Roosevelt National Park

The National Park Service (NPS) supporis selection and implemeniation of the
A environmentally preferred alternative. NSP believes that the preferred alternative
(Route WI-IR) would result in highly undesirable visual impacts to visitors using major
view points and tralls within Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP). The proposed
decision In favor of the preferred alternative appears ta be based primarily on
L economics, since the environmentally preferable easiern Route E&-i is slightly longer.
[ However, the DEIS makes no onalysis of the economic Impacts on the North Dakota
B tourism industry as a result of the visual effects of the line on visitors in one of the
State's principal tourist attractions. [f the economics of line construction Is considered
as a foctor In route selection, then tourism economics, as well as environmental effects,
should also be considered as decision faciors. Additional, page speciflc camments on the
Ldrofi EIS relative 10 TRNP are enclosed.

Threatened and Endanqgered Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), under the outhority of the Endangered Species
C | Act (16 U.S.C., et seq), concurs with the "no effect” determination for threatened and
endangered species and critical habitat. Further consultation is not needed unless

\_ project plans are altered.

Other Fish and Wildlife Resources

D The DEIS, Including proposed mitigation measures, adequately addresses fish and wildlife
concerns. None af the alternatives would appear to have significant unavoidable impocits

A [Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS for the final comparison of the &ftemative
routes and selection of route E4-1R.

[Please refer to response L of comment letter 21.

C [Comment is noted.

D [Comment is noted.
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D to important wildlilé habitats. We note that the environmentally preferred route would
be located farther fram known raptar nests as well as being located beyond the viewshed
_ol key observation points within Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

Mineral Resources

The DEIS includes o good summary af geology, mineral resources, and mineral resource
E impocts. The analysis concludes that potential mineral rsource impacts ore low and that
no mineral resources in the area are of such unique nature as to warrant changes in the
tronsmission line route. Although the Bureau of Mines (BOM) concurs thot the overall
mineral resource impoct of each route is low, two alternative routes, including the
preferred route, cross octive or abandoned mining operations. Accordingly, BOM prefers
selection of either the refined preferred route which bypasses all mining operations or
selection of the environmentally preferred alternative which has no effect on developed
mineral resources. -

E I:Cpmment is noted

Ground Water

.~

8-l

The type of coolant(s) and dielectric(s) to be used in equipment for the new substation F Westem will evaluate the need for oil-containment equipment and develop Spill
F and in modification of the’existing Charlie Creek Substation should be addressed. If Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plans, as required.

liquid coolants are to be used, plans for prevention and containment of spills to protect
ground water should be Indicated. :

Specific Comments

rAdditionol page spécilic comments on the DEIS are enclosed.
In conclusion, given the potential impocts to TRNP, roptors, and mineral resources, the G [Comment is noted, see response to comment A.
Department of the Interior recommends that the environmentally preferred alternative

be selected.

L We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Bolua 17 s Rt
7 Robert F. Stewort é/—

Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosure
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‘ SPECIFIC COMMENTS
CHARLIE CREEK-BELFIELD DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

'.—The environmentally preferred comidor was Identified on the basis of least

1l

Paqe ill, paragraph 3, ltem 5 states that "...ldentlfylng the least impoact locotions and
sclecting o propo%a or preferred route for the project...” Is one of the major phases of
the project. This parograph does not state that the economics of line construction is @
primary criterila for route selection. While the document goes on to onalyze
| environmental Impocts, It selects the preferred route based on -primarily economic
concerns.

Page lv, paragroph S. The referenced scenic quality scale needs to be identifled as to
wha developed it and what area of- the country it was developed. to measure or
represent. The scale should be provided as an appendix. Class C, upland rolling plains,
mnay "...express little variety In form, line, color or texture... but when rolling ploins
provide o baockground to rugged, colorful badlands the resulting visual quality Is by for
the highest in North Dakota. These are the views currently enjoyed by neorly 500,000
peopte each year from Painted Conyon overlook, Buck Hill, and tralls In the eastern part

of TRMP. These views would be degroded by lowers ond power lines If constructed on
_the preferred route. .

Pages vl and vii, Sectlon G.2. impocts to the Human Environment. This section Implies
that very lew concerns were expressed during the scoping process with respect to visual
iinpacts on views from TRNP. To the contrary, park staff have provided numerous
written comments, verbal testimony at a public meeting in Delfield on September IS,
1987, and verbal comments at several meetings with WAPA representatives throughout
the scoping process. In oddition, letters to WAPA from the Theodore Roosevelt Nature
ond Histary Association, the North Dakota Congressional Delegation, the North Dakota
Tourism Promotion Department, the Governor of North Dakota, and the Sierra Club, oll
‘expressed grave concern over the western corridor and inodequate treatment of visual
Impairment Issves by WAPA. Also, a large number of news stories on North Dakota
television and In newspapers have made it obvious that mony groups ond individuals
Loppose any line which would Impact viewsheds used by National Park visitors.

The first poragraph in Section G.2 mentions a primary concern expressed by public
commenl as being effects on agricultural proctices. While these impacts do appear
minimal as stated, easily understood quontification should be provided to support the
statement. Study of other parts of the document reveals only 6.4 ocres of cropland
L would be encumbered by towers on the entire length of the line.

[ p e vil, paragroph 5. Distonl views should be considered In assessing visuol resources
from view points within the park becouse good air quality and expansive vistos ore part
of the visitar experience in North Dakota. To Ignore the effects of this line on distont

| views from the park Is to disregard an important environmental impact of the project.

potentlal impacts. The agency preferred comidor was selected on the basis of
H | engineering and economic factors, after it was recognized that the overall level
of potential environmental Impacts as well as Impacts for the two routes were
not significantly different. As Indicated In chapter ! of the FEIS, the proposed
| route now supports the environmental preference.

Criterla for scenic quality are based on the Forest Service Visual Resource
| | Management Vol. 2, (VMS) and are consistent to those applied to the LMNG.
Also see response to comment L of letter 21.

"The cited section Is In the Environmental Consequences section of the Executive
Summary of the DEIS. This section does not Imply that there were few concems
expressed. It simply provides a brief statement of the potential visual eﬂects'of

J | the proposed project. TRANP has provided consistent input to Westem regarding
thelr concems for visual Impacts to the Park, and Westem has worked with the

‘Park to more cleardy delineate just what those Impacts could be. We have
continued to seek a resolution that would be satisfactory to -all concemed.
Westemn consulted with Park personnel in determining that steel pole H-frame
structures would be less visually intrusive than steel lattice. At the request of the
TRNP, Westemn Identified two local reroutes In the southem half of the westem
comidors and evaluated their potential visual impacts. Following the

‘announcement of the agency preferred comidor In September 1987, Westem
received a number of letters as indicated in the comment. We will continue to

|_coordinate with concemed agencies, groups, and individuals.

K [Comment Is noted.

Westem has gone to great lengths to assess the distant views from TRNP, as

well as out to 3 miles from residential views, as discussed in chapter IV of the
DEIS.
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rThe lost_sentence In G.2 Is confusing ond perhaps misleading. When considering a visual

M | Intrusion from a view point within a National Park where unobstructed, noturol views ore

the purpose of visitor use at the view point, the minimum Impact of eny Intrusion which

“...would always have some visual presence® would be high to extreme, not low as stated
in the document. .

On e x, the mop referenced here (Figure 11-6) and all fold-out mops (porticuiorly 1i-8,
11-9, 11l-3, IV-], and IV-2) which deal with Impocts affecting TRNP foll 1o show the pork.
This shortcoming has been pointed out to WAPA since early In the scoping process. This

s?v_erly limits reviewers ability to understand and comment on visual impacts to park
Lvlsnors.

Page x, paragraphs 5, 6, and 7 stote that the two primary routes being considered were
nearly equal in environmental impoct concern. Although environmentol Impacts to
residences, croplonds, and National Grassiands are nearly equal on the two routes, the
visvol Intrusion 1o 500,000 National Park visitors eoch year as a result of using the
western corridor make the eastern route {E4-I) preferable. These visual impacts on the
park have been Iinodequately assessed and considered in the EIS. As a result, the decision
favoring Route WI-I is apparently based on economics (shorter line, less private land to
cross, thus less right-of way costs and possibly slightly less difficult occess and
construction). There Is no careful analysis mode of actual cost increases which might be
incurred on Route Eb-i, bui the estimoted 10 percent, when considered throughout the
life of the line (50 years minimum) seems inconsequential as compared to the potential
_economic impacts to the tourism Industry of North Dakota.

Page xi, 2. Visual Resources. No mention Is mode here of visual Impocts on TRMNP or

Fisitors to the park. Tbis impact Is the primory environmentol impact of the proposed
ine.

Poge 1-3; lost parograph. As noted In the EIS, lhere appears 1o be some poientiol for
vture expansion af the electrical trensmission system In North Dakota. A mojor concern
with the selection of the preferred corridor Is that odditionol lines would be erected in
the corridor, thus Increasing the visual intrusions to view points within TRNP. Selecting
the eastern most (environmentally preferred) corridor eost of U.S. Highway 85 would be

much more occeptable since no Intrusion on TRINP would result from further line
| construction in that corridor.

Page 1i-2. As was suggesied during scoping, on odditional olternative should be seriously
considered. This suggested olternative would route the proposed line near U.S. Highway
85 where several transmission lines alreody exit. This proposed routing would eliminote
|_both land use concerns and major environmentol impacts.:

Page 11-27, porograph 3.b. Excluding c flne corridor odjocent to U.S. Highway 85 because

of "development™ is not a logical conclusion since In other sections of the EIS, WAPA
considers a 1/4 mile set bock odequate to prevent significant intrusion. Along the
highway, a set bock of !/4 mile or more is pcssible but not really necessary since power

G e e s e e e s i
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lines already exist. A new line, odjacen? to present lines, would provide minimal
| odditional impact to the developed areas along the highway.

Tobie 11-4, page 1i-3l. We question the low avoidance selection criterio established for
designated view points within TRNP. By strict definition of that criteria, as per the
table, low avoidance fits. However, when considering major vl§llors oftrections (up to
500,000 visitors per year) where the primary visit purpose |s.unobs?r.uc1ed !\oiurul
landscope viewing, cny man-mode visual Intrusions should be considered h|g!1 avoidance.
For urban ond residential visual resources, selection criteria should toke into occqun!
existing visuol intrusions. Where transmission lines, buildings, and other visual Intrusions
exist, the selection criteria for a new intrusion would be low if normal setbock (1/4 mile)
were used. This table misrepresents the visual impacts of the proposed line. In oddition,
the visuval resources of the Little Missouri Notional Grasslands were not clearly
considered in the table or text. The agency preferred route would cross 6 miles of the
Notional Grasslond while the environmentally preferred route would cross only 17
miles. One of the major uses/resources of the Notional Grosslonds, according to the
managing agency (U.S. Forest Service), is recreation. Impocts to visual resources and

recreational uses should be fully analyzed and mode a part of the assessment.

Page 11-43, Toble 11-7. While the environmental preference ranking in this table appears
reasondble, the NS questions whether land use and agriculture shouid receive higher
consideration than visual resources. NPS believes that the degrodation of economically
and environmentally imporiont viewsheds is the most significant impact of the proposed

Locwion.

Poge 1144, paragraph 3. The second 1o the lost sentence should include a stotement thot
V | g1 is dlso preierable because it has no visual impact en TRNP or the pork’s visifors®

experience.

Page 11-44 ond several tables comparerroutes using number of miles of cro.plond crossed
by the proposed line. NPS recommends that these figures be replaced with the aciual
number of ocres (about 6.4) faken out of preduction by the line.

-Puge 11-44, paragroph 6. This paragroph states that the decisi::m to recommend Route
WT-IR aos the agency preferred route was mcde wsing sirictly economic facfors.
Economic foctors affecting the North Dakota tourlsm Industry were not Included in ?-he
EIS, were not considered, and opparently played no par in the decision. if the economics
of line construction Is to be considered as a foctor In route selection, then so should
__ tourism economics ond environmental effects.

-Pnge 11-45, Toble 1i-8. Many interested agencies ond individuals hove provided WAPA
with wriflen and oral festimony on concerns for visual impacts of this project on viev:
points within TRNP. However, these impacts were not Included In the "Visua] |mpec.ls
section of the table. Thelr inclusion would show Route WI-IR the only corridor which
impacts the park.

M TRNP staff concurred with the impact characterizations while maintaining that any
level of impact is unacceptable to the Park.

In response to comments by TRNP personnel regarding this matter, Westem

N | appended maps providing coverage of the Park in relation to the study area to
display maps for the planning workshops. The DEIS describes the relative
location of the Park and study area and it Is depicted in figures #-2, IV-3, IV-4,
and IV-5. The Park would not fit on the large foldout maps without either
reducing the scale of the maps or using wider paper.

(0] [Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

P | As Indicated In chapter |, the proposed route has become a modified version
of E4-1. The eastemn route will avold visual impacts to views from TRNP.

There are no known plans nor any future projected needs f{or additional
Q transmission lines in the area. The most likely speculation calls for expansion of

the 345kV system to the west into Montana or south into South Dakota. In
either case, such a project would almost certainly begin at the Belfield Substation.
A line into Montana could possibly parallel the existing Dickinson-Dawson County
L 230kV transmission line which is routed south of TRNP.

As was indicated in the DEIS, a Highway 85 coridor was considered during the
early phases of the environmental study. Such a coividor would have greater
R | land use and visual impacts than either of the two corridors to the east of the
highway. In a July 15, 1987, letter to Westem, TRNP indicated that U.S. Highway
85 is "a primary route for tourism from Canada to North Dakota and other states”
and “it seems appropriate to maintain scenic vistas west of Highway 85 toward
the badlands.” If Highway 85 is a major route for tourists, it would seem that a
large transmission line on either side of the road would create visual impacts and
.a negative influence on tourism.

S [See response to comment L.

T [Please refer to response F of comment letter 21.

U

[Please refer to response L of comment letter 21, as well as chapter | of the FEIS.

\Y} [As Indicated In chapter |, the proposed route has become a modified verslon

of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual impacts to views from TRNP.

W [Piease refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

X

Y

[Please refer to response L of comment letter 27 and chapter | of FEIS.

As Indicated In chapter [, the proposed route has become a modified version
of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual impacts to views from TRNP.
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Poge lii-3, paragroph 3. This statement ignores the foct that three large power lines
currently parallel 6.5. Highwoy 85 within the study areo. These lines moke that area a
"utility corridor® which should be seriously considered for all future line construction
(including this project). .If Route WI-IR Is selected, it may become the utility corridor
of the future, and any future transmission lines desired in the area will also become
Intrusions to views from the major view paints in TRMP (thus resulting In cumulative
impacts to the Park directly resulting from. this oction). These cumulative impacts
_should be clearly specified ond analyzed in the EIS.

Pog.e 1il-6, b. Key observation Points. This definition has two mojor problems trom the
Nationol Park Service (NP3) perspective. First of all, it assumes that intrusions fo visual

results in the Intrusion becoming Invisible, but from view points where viewers desire
unobstrctued, sweplng landscapes, any visual intrusion regardless of distance will degrode
the view. Towers skylined or contrasted ogoinst landscope background shouid be
considered Just as Intrusive at whatever range they may be visible. Secondly, distance

seen” and are not as susceptible to visual intrusions os are foreground or middle ground
views. This Is not true, particularly In areas where sweeping vistas, distant horizons, ond
clean air are the resource of mojor recreational/esthetic importance. Such Is the cose In
LNorlh Dokota and particulorly in TRNP.

[ Pa e {11-7, paragraph d. Visual Objectives. Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs) are U.S.

orest Service sfondards and should not be opplied to Notional Pork Service visual
resources or viewsheds of Importance to National Pork visitors. The objectives and
mandates of the two agencies are different, thus the amount of acceptoble degrodation
to any given resource cannot be defined or measured using the same set of standords for
|_both agencies.

Poge 11i-8, parogroph 4 1987 Visitation for TRNP was 431,377 visits; 204,081 visited
Painted Canyon. .

Pages lll-11 ond 12, C. -Socioeconomic Resources. More detail should be provided as to
the importonce of tourism {and, consequently, TRNP) to the economy of the region and
state. Tourism now ranks in the top three industries in North Dakota. The Pork Is o
significant port of that industry and one of the only areas in the stote where visitors may
experience londscapes reminiscent of the 18th and 19th century and truly get the feeling
of open range and the old west. It Is possible to construct this power line without
impacting this industry at all. However, the ogency-preferred route will seriously impact
.some of the resources important to tourism in North Dakota.

Page_11l-36, c., d., and e. Since all wetlonds in all three routes ore spannable, each
parograph should contain that statement. As written, It appears only the wetlands In the
| Refined Agency Preferred Route are spannable. . .
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FPoge IV-3. Residual Impoct. The environmental comparisons here show no reason to
choose one route over onother — they are nearly equal in Impact. However, beginning on
poge V-4, the discussion of visual impacts make It obvious that the Agency Preferred
|_Route has substantial impact on views from Impariant overlooks in TRNP.

-

NPS questions the low to moderote assessment of these impacts. As discussed
previously, because of the purpose and number of visits to the overlooks, becouse of the
rolling terrain which wlll not screen or obsorb towers visible from the overlooks, and.
because of the projected long life of this line, the visual impacts to TRNP visitors will be
Lhigh to extreme.

Even If the low to moderate impoct rating assigned to towers seen from the Park Is
considered accurate, there Is significantly more environmental Impoct from the agency
bpreferred route than there Is from the environmentally preferred route.

"Page IV-6 and 7.3. Residual Impocts. The residuol impacts of the power line on views

Tr_?;gm TRNP ore understated. Since the entire purpose of visits to the Key Observation
Points (KOPs) In TRNP is to view the notural landscope, every degradotion Is significant
and every year degradation continues, the residual effect becomes greoter. Assuming
visitation remains static, in 50 years, 12 1/2 million people will be exposed to views of
the power line from TRNP. Carrying this further and odding on economic factor, 1t will
cost obout 5.08 per visitor to use the environmentally preferred route and prevent
degrodation of these views. This figure Is based on EIS estiinates of added construction
costs of the longer route. .

The photo simulations shawing potential views of the line from KOPs within TRNP are
very poorly reproduced on pages IV-12 through 17 in the DEIS. The actual simulotions are
quilte good and have been studied by many Iinterested people. The comments received on
the simulations strongly support use of the environmentally preferred route.

Page IV-19, paragraph 6, last line. if there Is some outharltative or documentary
evidence That the proposed degradation of visual resources will not affect the tourism
economy of the region ond the state, it should be cited. At the conclusion of the
reseorch currently underway on visitor expectations ond contribution to .the North
Dokota econamy, NPS should have evidence to support or refute such a statement. The
Notional Park Service strongly believes, as a result of other research, that quolity of
experience can be tronslated into economic effect. High quality resource protection and
full realization of visitor expectations translates directly to longer stays and/or repeat
visits. Continued inroads on visual resources at TRNP will reduce the quality of visitors'
experiences. Since viable alternatives to resource degradation exist In this case, It does
_not seem worth the risk to build the line on the ogency preferred route.

Page IV-38, N. Cumulative Impoacts. Third parograph, first line, the word "western"
should be changed to "eastern.”

resources become less significant as they move further away. This Is true when distonce -

zone No. 3 in that paragraph seems to assume that distont vistas are always "seldom- -

2 [Please refer to response L of comment letter 30.

We recognize the concems that the NPS has for impacts to TRNP. The criteria
AA | used in the visual assessment are consistent with Forest-Service VMS criteria.

FThere is no Intention of confusing NPS and Forest Service criteria or management
BB | objectives. It should be noted, however, that the Forest Service VQO of partial
retention on LMNG was assigned to protect impacts to TRNP.

cec -Comment is noted. Only 1986 data were available at the time the DEIS was
prepared. :

DD FAS Indicated In chapter |, the proposed route has become a modified version
I of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual Impacts to views from TRNP.

EE [Comment Is noted.

FF [Comment Is noted. Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

GG [Please refer to response F of comment letter 21.

HH | As indicated in chapter |, the proposed route has become a modified verslon
| of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual impacts to views from TRNP.

] [Please refer to response L of comment letter 21 and chapter | of FEIS.

JJ Comment Is noted. As Indicated In chapter |, the proposed route has become
-a modified version of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual impacts to
views from TRNP.

KK [Please refer to response L of comment letter 21.
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This section Implies that since there are already some visual intrusions in the areg, the
cumulative effect of one more will not make much difference. A greo! deal of effort has

becen expended by the National Park Service, Bureou of Land Manegement, U.S. Forest -
LL Service, various oll companies, Basin Eleciric Cooperative, and others 1o minimize or
eliminaie visual and other intrusions on vislior experiences in TRNP. Use of nolural
screening, camouflage, restricting octivity to low visitor use seasons, etc., have ail
greatly reduced resource and visitor experience impocts associated with TRNP. We know
it is possible” for agencies ond industry to cooperate and successfully mifigate
unaccepicble environmental impocts because the current Inirusions near the park are at
an absolute minimum as compared to what could have occurred without work and
cooperation. We are convinced the potential impoct of this project con be eliminated
L without Incurring unacceptable costs by selecting the environmentally preferred reute.

MM -Poge IV-40, Toble IV-4. A similar table should be prepared for the. environmentally
Lpre(erred route. Then a simple summary could compare the two roufes.

Page Y¥-42, paragraph I. This parograph should be expanded fo project the number of
NN | Visitors who would be exposed to degraded views which include the proposed line over the
projected line life. See NPS projected figures earlier in these comments.

Poge 1I¥-43, Table V-5, Under Recreation and Preservation, there wiii be Impects

associated with the line on the National Grasslonds. Esthetic values will be reduced and

QQ | there will be some habliat loss. The choice of the environmentally preferred route would
. reduce this Impoct since the amount of grasslands crossed will be reduced.

Also on the table, the Visual Resource category would rcelve substontiaily less
degrodation, particularly that assocloted with TRNP, by the selection of the
_environmentally preferred rovie.
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State of North Dakota
OFFICE Of THE GOVERNOR
BISMARCK. NORTH DAKOTA 58505
(701) 224-2200

Neaan

GEORGE A. SINNER
GOVERNOR

o,
JOINT STATEMENT BY GOVERNOR CEORGE A. SINNER é’_,:,. i
AND LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR LLOYD B. OMDAHL <3

ON THE PROPOSAL OF
WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
FOR THE CHARLIE CREEK-BELFIELD TRANSMISS1ON LINE

July 28, 1988

Firet of all, we vsnt to thank the Western Area Pover Association snd

its ataff for the excellent cooperation the State of North Dakota has

received in the proceedings involving the proposed Charlie
Creek-Belfield Transmiseion Lina Project. Va are especially

A appreciativa of the responsiveness of the WAPA staff to all persons

and groupa interested in the Transmiseion Line. The staff has

demonstrated true profeseionalism and seneitivity in its conduct.

The Theodore Roosevelt National Hamorial Park has been the
centerpiece of North Dakota's natural attractions since 1its
creation. Through the yeara, the number of out-of-state visitors
attracted to this scenic ares has increased continuously as it has
becoma ous of the last unmarred scenic beauties in America. During
this time, North Dakotans have jealously guarded the Badlands scenic
areas from all avoidable intrusione. Consequently, the Park today
still provides awvesome views of natural beauty unmarred by artificial
structures. Whether or not future genarationa will be able to shsre
this beauty will be detarmined by this generation and the decisions
it makes about development in the area.

Because decisions to erect artificial structures in the vicinity of
these scenic points will have parmanent impact on future generations,
ve must proceed cautiously in the consideration of proposals to
change tha landscape. Needless to say, we are concerned about the
possible affecta on the Park of the proposal to build a 345 kV power
line from Charlie Creek to Belfield. Any route that would bring the
line into primary scenic views of the Park warrants concern.

While eafeguarding the natural beauty of the Park 1is of primary
importance, this is not s queation of aesthetics removed from the
real world of dollars and cents. S5Spectacular scenery is a marketable
commodity. Tha beauty of tha Badlands is in its boundlessness, its
untouched character, and ita unspoiled nature. That baauty attracted

LL As stated on page iV-38, there would be cumulative negative visual impacts to
TRNP associated with route W1-R1. Selection of the environmentally preferred
Y P
rouie as the agency-preferred route avoids these impacts.

MM [Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

NN [Please refer to chapter | of the FEIS.

(0]0] [Comment is noted.

A | Thank you for your comment. As indicated in chapter I, the proposed route
has become a modified version of E4-1. The eastem route willl avold visual
impacts to views from TRNP.
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more than 400,000 visitors to Theodore Roosevelt National Park last
year. Those visitors spent money in North Dakota, making the
National Park a valuable economic resource for our growing tourism

A industry.

We are not oblivious to the economic ramifications involved in
routing the line. A judicious balancing of the economic
considerations and the permanent scenic beauty can result in a
routing that will keep the Park's natural beauty intact without undue
economic sacrifice. 1In our perspective, one of the more eastern
corridors would protect the park while at the same time avoiding an
onerous burden in a 50-year authorization program involving over one
million people.

Sincerely,

« Sinner Lloyd/B. Omdahl

Governor Lt. Govermor

GAS:JSC:ksp
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KESCRA
CHANMBER OF CORRERCE

BOX 186
MEDORA, NORTH DAKOTA 58645

Comments on Draft Environmental
Impact Statement DOE/EXS-0134-D

Charlie Creek To Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota

Medora Chamber of Commerce
Box 186

Medora, North Dakota

58645

The Medora Chamber of Commerce supports the EXS and WAPA's
environmentally preferred route, the eastern corridor, E4-1.

The negative visual impact the other route would create would have
an economic impact on the tourist industry, which would create a loss

of jobs and create a threat to small business in the area.

We do

not believe the environmental impact statement adequaltely or

accurately analyzes the full environmental impact. Specific answers
to the questions and objections stated in the comments on the draft by

the Superintendant of Theodore Roosevelt National Park need

addressed. Any money saved by the route near the Park would be lost

in economic impact to the tgurist industry.

President Elect

;,///l > ﬁ//-!'—,-/

Secyetary-Treaswrer

to be

A [Please refer to comment L of letter no. 21 and comments A-l of letter no. 10.
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TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES
LETTER 38

“Once upon a time in the West”

Peaceful Valley Grailrides, Ine.

P.O. Box 197
Medora, ND 58645
Phone (701) 623-4496

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
DOE/EIS-0134-D

Charlie Creek to Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota

Wally Peaceful Valley ‘Trailrides Inc.
Theodore Roosevelt National Park
Medora, North Dakota 58645

The visual impact the Transmission Line Project would create,
if allowed other than the eastern corridor, E4-1, would have
A|a direct effect on my business. The guests who visit our ranch

experience not available where they come from.

National Park. Newspapers and writers -

of the area and its vast views, sunsets and sunrises. The visual

importance . of the view and listen and watch the impact it has on
. visitors to our state.

corridor for the Transmission line.
_area of the park would be economic and morally irresponsible.

Sincerely

Wally Owen

Happy Trails {Proprinrtore<)

TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 45

NORTH DAKOTA
‘GAME & FISH
DEPARTMEHT

“Variety in Huding end Fabing™ Ul ]
AGy ‘89 |
Mugust 1, 1988 - * -t
. .om l
.M___s_..__‘..
S l
James D. Davis A g AP
81111ngs Area Manager 'g;g /‘;
Western Area Power Adsinistration
P.0. Box 35800 &00" 4
81114ngs, MT 59107-5800 —1
e f—;
RE: Charlie Creek-Belfield Project DEIS ——

Dear Mr. Davis:

This letter is 1n response to your request for comwents regarding the Draft
A | Environmental Impact Statesent for the Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission Line

Profect. We have reviewed the project DEIS and is generally adequate in
addressing wildli1fe needs. As all the alternatives being considered are pro-
Jected to have low initial and only modest longterm effects on uﬂdl ife resour-
| ces our remaining concerns are relatively generic in nature.

lt 1s our current understanding that regardless of the final route selected the

transaission line will wherever rossible span all woody draws, riparian habi-
B tats, and wetlands: thus sinimizing impacts to these significant wildlife habi-
tats. It is further our understanding that no large wetland cosplexes .or
concentrations of pothole wetlands are crossed by any to the .proposed alter-
natives. These are important wildlife concerms. Pleass inform us If we are
Llncorrect in these matters.

" We thank you for the opportunity to cosment an the proposed project.

1f you
have any questions please feel free to contact cur Department. '

Sincerely,

Dale L. Hemegar

Commigsioner
DLH/AD/cg
COharirs H. Schworde
el i~ DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

wvom

in Theodore Roosevelt National Park visit it for the environmental

They frequently comment
on the view and are amazed by the visual splendor -6f Theddore Roosevélt .

visit us and take home stories

impact of the Park is critical to the visitors énjoyment of the Park.
One only has to view the park from Painted Canyon to appreciate the

Wally Owen and DeeAnn Baertsch

A [Please refer to our comments D-L of letter no. 21.

The eastern corridor, E4-1 is the only responsible
Any other route visible from any

A [Comment noteﬁ.

This paragmph accurately porttays circumstances with respect to widife
habitat along the proposed route (E4-1R).
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TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 53
STou 1. 00RGAR el g}

f_:_::_ Congress of the Anited States. s5 ML
— Tiouse of Rgreaamurtus TN, 1
m———— Wastiogten, BE 20515 ' -

August 2, 1988

Mr. Jsuss D. Davies

Ares Hansger, Vesteran Area Pover Admiaistratiea ool
P.0. Box 33800 Harmlepm |20
Billings, Montana $59107-5000 HarnlEs> |\ Y,
_ Hary
Dear Hr. Davies: RSN N PR

-

I om writing im vegsrds te your recent propossl of two slternative
routes {or the planned poverlime in western North Daksts. I wnderstand
that these slternstive routes, which you proposed is a July 21, 1988
maeting in Bismerck, sram essemtislly modificatieas of the agency
preferred western most route.

Although your sev sltemmative rout Sy hat the visusl
impact te the major viewing points and trsils vithim the Theodore
Roosevelt National Park, the vismel impact is atill wnscceptable. The
siternative routes atill pollute the sceaic desuty ef the Park's fasous
expansive view. My position remains the same: I feel that the
envirommmtally preferred route, vhich rums slamg ths sastsmn corridor,
is the omly acceptable route.

There are & mumber of things st issme vegarding the constructioa of
this powerline. PFirst is the pricel sl b y of the

vast open badlands. One cannot sttempt te put any price tag oa the
importsnce of maintsining, as bast wa can, the matursl opes beauty of the
North Dakots badlands. Second, slthough wa cas oaly speculate at the
potentisl sconomic cost of the impact the westers teuta will have on
tourica in the atate, it does not make sense te th it ily.
The envirormmmtslly preferred route sloag the aastera corridor is s
legitimately possible route that will not threstea teurisa to the most
spectacular view in North Dakota.

Finally, the emviorrmmntelly prefecred route, which I eupport, will
ultimately not result ia s significant iocrease im customer rates.
understand that this route, which rams sloag the aastarm corridor, is
estimated to cost additionsl eunay. I think that we seed to put this
figure in perspective. The oversll cost of the powerline will be
distributed amoung four statas and spreed owt over & long period of time.
Tha sdditional cost, vhea put into context, is mot significant encugh to
Justify the emvirormmmtel damsge and threst te lorth Dskota tourism that
resulte form the westeram most route.

TABLE II-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 53

lg-il

Hr. James D. Davies
August 2, 1988
page two

blic sentiment and your
1 greatly appreciate your openneéss to_ pul
ullllng:ou ny’ consider -lto;nutlvu t:l:c;“o-d' t;:. e:::.::::.:f':;-::‘fmmd
this matter. I hope you v 1
ul:l(‘ l:::;t‘,:nh" vho are committed to protecting the natursl, scenic beauty
of the North Dakota Badlands.

ember $f Congress

BLD:glr

Comments noted. As Iindicated in chapter |, the proposed route has become

a modified version of E4-1.
views from TRNP,

The eastem route will avold visual impacis to
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TABLE 1I-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES

LETTER 57
il 1E COPY)
sugust A, 19pe AG10°88 I
e
destern Area Power Administration o
Jn;neBD. g;;s;a, Area Manager e
P.0. Box £ Rl N g
Blllings, Montsna 59107-5800 \ag; VT 177
Dear Mr. Davies: m(‘& i":I

I agrec with the Western Area Power Ajalnlstration for_selecting
the “Jestern Corridor" (Wi-1) for th-i'Chnrllc Creex-Bolfiall™”
Electrical Tr-gamlsslon Lipe. I have several points to wake re-
lative to the "Agency™ route selection:

1). Obvious savinge of about one tilllon dollars in the selec-
tion of the "iestern” route versus the "Zastern™ route. I heard
formal testl-wony in Grassy Rutte, July 25, 198, froa the President
of dest Plsins Electric Coop, that If ths Zastern route were

<hosen n cost 1ln:rease for power usags of between seven nni ten

L  oercent would be charged.

2}. If the Tastern route wvere chosen, further aevelopaent .of
311 and gos in the Little Inife Q11 Tieli would be reduced. I
o< sure that placing another transtiseion 1lins next to 3ssin
Slectric's 345 XY existing 1ine, you woulid finl ths power line
near or possibly over the top of eristing prolucing wel)l oltes.
Thio would bezo<n 3 blg prodblem If thae zorridor were nla-eld

in the "winjow™ of a 4rilling site. If therc woulld be s=condary
and tertlary recovery of oll the “"Tastern™ route woull be a
hindernnce to oll developtent in the Little Xnife 011 Fleld.

3). 011 an3 gas production taxee an) royaltles =1,ht te cur-
talle! 1f the "Bastarn” route were chiosern, be.:ause developrent
o? the Little %nife D11 ~ield will expani towxards the eost an!

- souh,

Pleose take those point3 into considerazion relutive to uny 1avin-
tion fro: the "aAgen:y" prasferrez routs.

SR

Littte ICaile Aoyaly 'y owaes s30c rel'en pPreacter

ce: Reprenentative 3ryon Dorgan

Sanator Querntin Turllcek
Senntor “lent Jonroil

TABLE 1I-3 {(continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES
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wasn
] 50 3w
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e Emm Hnited Stotes Senate FAECAL AE ¢ +

=iy S s e s Wasmmsren, DC 208 10-0028 NG 888 i
EEEE?E:;'-'-' — ' Ao
- August 15, 1988 e e
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L ""r A Lo
= \

Brim| ot

gl T

Mt. James D. Davies

Atrea Manager

Western Area Power Administrstion
P.O. Box 35800

8illings, Montans 59107

Dear Mr. Davies:

1 am vriting regerding the proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield
transmiaelon line.

[1n recent days, I have received s number of lettere from
concerned citizens who belleve that the route recommended by
the Western Arsa Powver Adainistration (WAPA) will have long-
term, negative effects on the Theodore Roosevelt National Park,
As well, the North Dakota Touriem office and the State Highway
Depactment have alao expreased opposition to the recommended
toute.

1t seens clear from the concerns raised by opponents that WAPA
should reconsider its options and seek s more acceptable
rtouting for the line. Granted, the additional one million
dollars In construction costs must be an item of consideration.
However, vhen viewed 1n the contezt, it seems the additlional
one milllon dollara Is not too large a price to pay to protect

Lauch a national treasure es the Theodore Roosevelt Park.
" Thank you for your consideration of my viewvs on this matter.
With kind regards, 1 an

Sincerely,

.
&
Quehtin ¥. Burdick

QNBibav

ccs Mr. William Clegget

The costs for the proposed project would be distributed over a mulii-state area
A | and distibuted over the Ke of the project  Resulting cost increases to users
would not approach seven to ten parcent.

In discussions conceming future plans for the Little Knife Fleld, the ol field
B | operator, Chevion Oil Company, indicated that construction of the line in the

Environmentally Preferred Route would not impact plans for further development
of the field.

Comments noted. As Indicated in chapter |, the proposed route has become
| a modified version of E4-1. The eastem route will avoid visual impacts to
views from TRNP.
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Comments

“Impacts" should read “Impact”.

"Organization" should read
“"Organizations".

"Soil" should be "Soils".
Insert a period at the end of the sentence.
Insert "FIGURE I-1" In title.

“1 drum pullers" should read "1 drum
puller".

Insert a period at the end of the sentence.
“feature” should read "features".

Route W2-1, State Land Ownership (miles)
is "0", should read "1".

Make ".4 miles" read "0.4 mile".

Insert the word "mile" after the number
"0.25".

"0.60 miles" should be "0.60 mile".

Change "Sandberg" to "Sandberg’s".
"0.5 miles" should read "0.5 mile".
“route" should read “routes".

"on Figures IV-3, IV-4, and IV-5." should
read "on Figures IV-3, IV-4, and IV-5,

respectively."

"adn" should be "and".
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U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation

Bilbo, B.C.

U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation

Hoover, R.L.
Forbs

Forbs

Rodents

Ungulates

Comments

Delete, replace with "Application of committed
mitigation measures would reduce residual
impacts to cultural resources to low to
non-existent.

Delete "considered In reducing"”, replace with
"committed to reduce". |

Delete "should", replace w{th "will",

Delete "Recommended". Delete "would be to
conduct", replace with “"consists of".

Delete "to modify", replace with "modification
of".

Delete the word "Initial" so the sentence
begins with "Moderate impact levels...".

Delete the word "significant" so the sentence
would read "All floodplains and wetlands . ...".

/
/

Replacé "western" with “eastern".
Rewrite the sentence to read "This
sensitivity analysis was completed by
using those..".

Replace "and" with "an".

"Ealuation" should be of "Evaluation"

"Californ+Is" should read "California"

"Ealuation" should read "Evaluation".

Omit second reference.
Omit "Phlox hoodi" or "Phlox".

Separate "Virglnsbower" so it reads
"Virgin's bower".

"Hispis pocket moust" should read
"Hispis pocket mouse".

“Prognhorn” should be "Pronghorn".
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APPENDIX A - BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

On March 31, 1987, Western's wildlife specialist telephoned the Bismarck office of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to request resource information for the proposed Charlie Creek-
Belfield 345KV Transmission Line Project. This initiated informal consultation pursuant to Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 93205), as amended. A list of threatened and
endangered species, which may occur in the project area, was provided by the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service in an April 9, 1987, letter. Those species were: 1) Bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) as a spring and fall migrant, 2) Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) as a spring
and fall migrant, 3) Whooping crane (Grus ameticana) as a spring and fall migrant, and 4) Black-
footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) as a possible resident in association with prairie dog towns. The
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) is known to nest In the study area and is considered a
Category 2 candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. No threatened or
endangered plant species have been officially listed for North Dakota.

Three species appearing on the list of species of concern published by the North Dalfota
Chapter of the Wildlife Society are likely to occur in the study area. These are the Iong-b||!e§i
curlew (Numenius americanus), Baird’s sparrow (Ammodramus bairdii), and Sprague’s plplt
Anthus spraquei). All three species are associated with grassland habitat. The |ong-pllled
curlew is listed by the Society as threatened, while Baird’s sparrow and Sprague’s pipit are listed
in the watch category (status is questioned for one reason or another).

A. Bald Eagle

Bald eagles occur as migrants In the study area during the spring and fall seasons.
Faanes (1976) found that the distribution of wintering bald eagles was regulated by the
availability of open water, and the presence of suitable roosting and perching trees. The
selection of diurnal perch sites is influenced primarily by the proximity of a food source (U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE), 1979; Steenhof, 1976 and Stalmaster, 1976 in Steenhof, 1978).
Open water Is an important factor, because fish Is the preferred dietary component of the bald
eagle (COE, 1979). Roosting sites are not regulated by the proximity of a food source. Bald
eagles will commute considerable distances between roosting and feeding sites (Swisher, 1964
in COE, 1979). Roosting sites may be several miles from feeding sites. The main surface water
drainages In the study area are the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers, all of which are tributary to
the Missouri River. These rivers, however, are not considered to be perennial in nature and flow
only after snowmelt or precipitation. No significant lakes or ponds occur within the study area.
The project area is largely treeless with limited suitable bald eagle roosting/perching habitat
occurring as hardwood draws along drainages. '

The mere presence of human activity may or may not be disturbing to bald eagles,
depending on the eagles’ use of an area, the proximity to, and kind of disturbance. Several
studies have indicated that tolerance to human activities depends on the degree of disturbance
to which the birds are accustomed (COE, 1979). They tolerate more disturbance at feeding sites
than at loafing or roosting areas (Lish, 1975, Stalmaster, 1975 and Steenhof, 1976 In Steenhop,
1978). During project construction, Western’s activities in the transmission line corridor could
disturb bald eagles In the vicinity and preclude their use of localized portions of the area for short
periods of time.




Powerlines and trails are among the least disturbing human artifacts to bald eagles
(Juneman et al, 1972 In Snow, 1973). However, powerlines do pose some threat. Electrocution
and collisions are the two major hazards associated with electrical powerlines. On powerlines
with conductor-conductor or conductor-ground spacing such that bald eagles can
simultaneously contact two conductors or a conductor and a grounded part of the line,
electrocutions may occur. The wingspan of an adult female bald eagle is about 2.4 meters (7.9
feet) (COE, 1979). The minimum spacing between conductors and grounds on the proposed
transmission line would be over 20 feet, making electrocution virtually impossible.

Collisions with high voltage lines can kill or injure large birds of prey, with young birds
being more susceptible (Steenhop, 1976). Citing the keen eyesight, relatively slow flight and
maneuverability of eagles, Kroodsma (1978) surmises that collisions with transmission lines
would not pose a threat to these birds. He does state that eagle flights during periods of low
visibility could increase the potential for collisions. Bald eagle migratory flights generally take
place in the daytime (Ingram, 1965 in COE, 1979) and during cold, stormy weather wintering
birds may stay in the roost all day (Cooksey, 1962, Ingram, 1965, Shea, 1973, and Lish and
Lewis, 1975 in Steenhof, 1976). Since bald eagles are generally diurnal fliers and are known to
stay in the roost during inclement weather, the probability of collision with the proposed
powerline is very low.

B. Peregrine Falcon

The peregrine falcon is known as a migrant in the project area. Peregrine falcons eat
primarily passerine birds, waterfowl, and shorebirds (Snow, 1972a). They prefer to perch on
cliffs In Igneous and sedimentary formations (Snow, 1972a). Topography in the study area is
characterized by low relief and gentle slopes interrupted by hills, buttes, and ridges. There are
few cliffs or steep terrain in the area which could provide optimum habitat for perches, loafing,
roosting, and hunting.

Peregrines have few natural enemies, but have proven susceptible to impacts from man.
The introduction of organochlorine pesticides into the environment has been the major cause of
the bird’s decline (Snow, 1972a). Other impacts of man include trapping, harassment and killing
of the birds. In spite of this, when not subjected to these kinds of actions and organochlorine
pesticides, the peregrine has demonstrated the ability to adapt to non-traditional environments.
They have been known to nest on tall buildings in cities (Hickey and Anderson 1969 in Snow,
1972a).

The study area provides some suitable peregrine falcon habitat for short periods of time
during each migration season. Project construction activities could disturb peregrines in the
area, but they would likely avoid the area of construction if they felt threatened. The presence of
a transmission line would not affect use of the area by the birds. The primary potential adverse
effect of the proposed line on the peregrine falcon is collision with the line. As with the bald
eagle, the peregrine is possessed of keen eyesight and highly maneuverable flight. The threat of
a collision with the line would be quite low in periods of good weather, but would increase
somewhat during inclement weather. The few peregrines expected to be found in the area, and
the transient nature of their occurrence, would preclude adverse effects to the species.

C. Black-Footed Ferret

The black-footed ferret is a seal-like mammal of the family Mustelidae. It is the only
ferret native to North America (Hall and Kelson, 1959 in Anderson et al, 1978). Until recently, the
only known naturally occurring black-footed ferret population was near Meeteetse, in
northeastern Wyoming (Clark, et al, 1984). All known species are now in captivity at the Sybille
Research Unit near Laramie, Wyoming (Anonymous, 1987).

The black-footed ferret was first described in 1851 by Audubon and Bachman
(Fortenbery, 1972; and Hillman and Clark, 1980). The original range of the ferret corresponded
closely to that of the prairie dog, extending from Alberta and Saskatchewan in the north to
Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona in the south (Hall and Kelson, 1959 in Linder, et al, 1972;
Henderson, et al, 1969; Seton, 1929 in Henderson, 1969; Burt and Grossenheider, 1964; and
Snow, 1972b).

Ferrets have been found living in haystacks, under buildings, and in ground squirrel
colonies (Henderson, et al, 1969). However, ferrets generally use abandoned prairie dog
burrows for denning (Hiiiman and Clark, 1980; Henderson et al, 1969; and Linder et al, 1972).
Most black-footed ferret sitings in places other than prairie dog towns occur during the time
young are dispersing and are probably temporary habitats (Snow, 1972b). The close
association of ferrets and prairie dogs (Cynomys sp.) is well documented (Seton, 1929 and Hall
and Kelson, 1959 in Hiiiman and Clark, 1980; Henderson et al, 1969; Linder et al, 1972;
Fortenbery, 1972; and Hillman and Linder, 1978). Prairie dogs serve as the primary food source
for ferrets (Snow, 1972b; Fortenbery, 1972; Hillman and Clark, 1980; Sheets et al, 1972 In
Hillman and Clark, 1980). Ferrets will also eat other animals such as thirteen-lined ground
squirrels (Spermophilus tridecemlineatus), cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus floridanus), deer mice
(Peromyscus sp.), and birds (Hillman, 1968). They will scavenge dead animals as well as taking
live prey (Henderson et al, 1969).

Ferrets are largely nocturnal (Henderson et al, 1969 and Hillman, 1968). This, coupled
with the fact that many of their activities occur underground and their scarcity, makes many of
their habits difficult to study and relatively unknown (Hillman and Clark, 1980; Clark et al, 1983;
Forest et al, 1984). Man has been the major cause in the reduction of the ferret population.
Direct effects include shooting, trapping, and roadkills; and indirect effects include secondary
poisoning and loss of prey base (resulting from prairie dog eradication efforts), loss of habitat
due to land use changes and attacks by domestic pets (Forest et al, (1984). Disease, such as
canine distemper, is another contributor to the declining fortunes of the ferret.

Because of its close association with prairie dogs, the black-footed ferret is a potential
inhabitant of any prairie dog town. However, there is a likely lower threshold for the size of dog
town that could support ferrets. Hillman et al (1978) made minimum habitat recommendations
for ferrets. They were: 1) eight towns per township, 2) each of the eight towns should be at least
12 hectares (ha) (30 acres) in size, and 3) two or more of the town should exceed 40 ha (99
acres). Clark et al (1984) cited a study by Stromberg et al (1983) which described predator-prey
model of metabolizable energy requirements for ferrets based on prairie dog densities reported
in the literature. The model indicated a minimum black-tailed prairie dog town size of 37-95 Ha
(91-235 acres) and 167-355 ha (413-877 acres) for white-tailed prairie dogs to support one
reproductive female and her young.

No prairie dog towns of any size are known to exist along the proposed route. For this
reason, it is unlikely that the proposed route would impact the black-footed ferret. :




D. Whaoping Cranes

For more than 50 years, most whopping cranes have migrated along a narrow corridor
extending from Wood Buffalo National Park in the Northwest Territories of Canada to Aransas
National Wildlife Refuge on the Texas coast (USFWS, 1986). This corridor encompasses the
study area in the southwest corner of North Dakota.

Most whooping crane pairs return to the nesting area in Wood Buffalo National Park in
late April. Autumn migration begins in mid-September and most birds arrive at the wintering
grounds on the Texas coast between late-October and mid-November. They are diurnal
migrants and tend to make regular stops to feed and rest at isolated sites away from human
activities. As a result, few authenticated sitings are made during migration each year. Little is
known about food sources utilized during migration, but diets include frogs, fish, plant tubers,
crayfish, insects, and waste grains in harvested fields. Winter diet consists primarily of
invertebrates.

The endangered status of whooping cranes is attributed primarily to loss of habitat
owing to human settlement with attendant agricultural development. Hunting, specimen
collecting, environmental pollution and various other human-related activities have also
contributed. Deaths or serious injury from collisions with power lines have been documented in
the literature (USFWS, 1976). However, during prolonged migrational flights, whoopers usually
travel at high attitudes well above surface obstructions. The greatest opportunity for collision
during migration occurs during takeoffs or landings at migration stopovers. Of approximately
150 whooping crane sitings reported by the USFWS (USFWS, 1976) for North Dakota for a
period from 1955 to 1985, seven (7) were at locations proximate to the study area (none in the
study area).

Whooping cranes are possible spring and fall migrants through the study area. The
cranes roost and feed in shallow wetlands and stock ponds that provide good horizontal
visibility. Given the sparsity of wetlands and surface water bodies in the study area, it is highly
unlikely that cranes would have a significant presence in the vicinity of the proposed route.

E. Conclusions

The bald eagle, peregrine falcon, black-footed ferret, and whooping crane are Federally-
listed endangered species which are known to or potentially may occur in the project area. The
numbers of each of the species are expected to be quite low or nonexistent, primarily due to
habitat limitations. Therefore, Western has determined that the proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield
345kV transmission line project would not adversely affect any listed threatened or endangered
species or any species of concern. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see Chapter Il of this
FEIS, Letter 30, Comment C) and the North Dakota Game & Fish Department (see Letter 45)
concur with this determination.
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